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ABSTRACT

DO IMPLICIT PERSONALITY THEORIES IMPACT PARENTAL
REACTIONS TO CHILD TRANSGRESSIONS?
A RANDOMIZED CONTROLLED TRIAL
Ericka Rutledge, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2016
Julie Crouch and David Valentiner, Directors

Implicit personality theories (IPT) are general beliefs about whether personality is fixed
(i.e., entity theories) or malleable (i.e., incremental theories). Research suggests that the type of
implicit personality theory a person holds (entity vs. incremental) guides the manner in which
social information is processed and understood, especially during negative situations (e.g.,
Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995a). Research also has demonstrated that interventions designed to
alter IPT beliefs can significantly impact how individuals respond to the negative behaviors of
others (e.g., Yeager, Miu, Powers, & Dweck, 2013). Although IPTs have yet to be empirically
explored in the parenting domain, it is noteworthy that the information processing and behavioral
patterns exhibited by individuals who hold entity IPTs are similar to the types of cognitive,
affective, and behavioral reactions associated with harsh parenting behaviors (e.g., Milner,
2003). Moreover, findings from a preliminary study suggest that parental IPT beliefs may serve
as pre-existing schemata that influence how parents interpret and respond to children’s
transgressions (Rutledge, Crouch, Valentiner, Milner, & Skowronski, 2014). Building on the
results of this preliminary work, the present study was designed to examine whether an IPT
intervention modified to fit the parenting context would alter how high entity parents respond to
child transgressions. Sixty-three high entity parents (71.4% mothers) were randomly assigned to

a control or IPT parenting intervention condition and asked to respond to a series of questions
assessing parental reactions to a variety of child transgressions. As expected, results revealed
that high entity parents in the IPT intervention condition (compared to parents in a control
condition) were less likely to expect future child behavior problems and were less likely to report
negative affect following personal child transgressions. In addition, parents in the IPT
intervention condition (compared to the control condition) were marginally (a) less likely to
ascribe negative traits to transgressing children, (b) less likely to make hostile attributions about
children’s misbehaviors, and (c) less likely to select harsh parenting strategies. Additionally,
mediation analyses revealed that post-intervention IPT scores was a plausible full mediator on
the relationship between condition and parental expectations of future behavior problems.
Interpretations of these results, limitations, and future research directions are discussed.
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OVERVIEW

Despite their widespread use, harsh parenting practices (e.g., shouting, spanking,
slapping) have been deemed “ineffective at best and harmful to children at worst” (Gershoff,
2002, p.136). In an effort to understand how to reduce parental use of harsh parenting practices,
research has examined a variety of risk factors, including how parents process information
during challenging parent-child interactions. According to Milner’s (1993, 2003) social
information processing model of child physical abuse, certain types of pre-existing schemata
increase the likelihood that a parent will employ harsh/coercive and abusive parenting behaviors.
Implicit personality theories (IPTs) are one type of pre-existing schemata that a parent
brings to the parenting role; however, the influence of IPTs on how parents respond to children
has not been examined. IPTs include the beliefs individuals hold about whether the attributes of
others are malleable (incremental) or fixed (entity; Dweck et al., 1995a). Prior research indicates
that the type of IPT a person holds (entity vs. incremental) guides the manner in which social
information is processed, understood, and reacted to, especially during aversive situations
(Dweck et al., 1995a).
Although IPTs have yet to be empirically explored in the parenting domain, it is
noteworthy that the information processing and behavioral patterns exhibited by individuals who
hold entity IPTs are similar to the types of cognitive, affective, and behavioral reactions
associated with harsh/coercive parenting behaviors (e.g., Milner, 2003). Moreover, given that
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IPT interventions have been found to be effective in altering information processing patterns,
more research is needed to assess the applicability of IPT interventions to parents.
To address gaps in this literature, the current study was designed to explore the applicability
of IPTs to the parenting domain. The first part of this document provides a brief overview of
research on: (a) the prevalence and effects associated with hash/coercive parenting practices, (b)
the social information processing model of child physical abuse, and (c) research linking IPTs to
social information processing patterns and aggression. The second part of this document
describes a preliminary study that examined the relationships between IPT beliefs and parental
attributions, affect, and behaviors in response to child transgressions. Finally, the third part of
this paper describes a randomized clinical trial examining the effect of an IPT intervention on
parental cognitions, affect, and behaviors in response to child transgressions.

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Harsh/coercive parenting practices (e.g., shouting, spanking, slapping) are commonly
used by parents in the United States (Regalado, Sareen, Inkelas, Wissow, & Halfon, 2004;
Straus, 1994; Straus & Stewart, 1999). Although rates differ depending on various parent/child
characteristics (e.g., age, race/ethnicity, education, socio-economic status), data from a nationally
representative sample of parents revealed that approximately one-third of infants (i.e., children
less than one year of age) had been slapped, spanked, or hit by a parent (Straus & Stewart, 1999).
Moreover, a national survey of parents in the United States found that the majority (65%) of
parents of children between the ages of 19 and 35 months reported having used spanking to
discipline their children (Regalado et al., 2004).
Despite their widespread use, a growing body of research suggests that harsh/coercive
parenting practices may have adverse effects on children (e.g., Gershoff, 2002, 2013; Lee,
Altschul, & Gershoff, 2013; Simons & Wurtele, 2010; Straus, 1994; Taylor, Manganello, Lee, &
Rice, 2010; but see also Ferguson, 2013). An often cited meta-analysis conducted by Gershoff
(2002) concluded that corporal punishment is associated with a number of adverse outcomes for
children, including: parent-child relationship problems, increased risk of child physical abuse,
mental health problems, as well as increased risk of delinquent/criminal and aggressive behavior.
As noted by Gershoff, while under some circumstances physical punishment may temporarily
reduce problematic child behaviors, mounting evidence suggests that such practices do not deter
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misbehavior in the long term and may make children more aggressive (Lee et al., 2013; Simons
& Wurtele, 2010; Taylor et al., 2010). For example, Taylor et al. (2010) found that frequent use
of spanking at age three was associated with higher levels of child aggression at age five, even
after controlling for child aggression at age three and a variety of other maternal characteristics.
Thus, as summarized by Gershoff (2013), research suggests that harsh/coercive parenting
practices are “ineffective at best and harmful to children at worst” (p. 136). Given past research
findings, many medical and mental health organizations have issued statements discouraging
harsh/coercive parenting practices, such as spanking (e.g., American Academy of Child and
Adolescent Psychiatry, 2012; American Academy of Pediatrics, Committee on Psychosocial
Aspects of Child & Family Health, 1998; American Humane Association, 2009; National
Association of Pediatric Nurse Practitioners, 2011; National Association of Social Workers,
2012). Yet despite these warnings and admonitions, many parents continue to use harsh
parenting practices (Regalado et al., 2004). Additional research is needed to advance our
understanding of the factors that promote use of harsh/coercive parenting practices, which in turn
may facilitate development of parenting interventions designed to encourage use of alternative
parenting practices (e.g., induction).
Although a variety of factors influence parenting practices, considerable research has
focused on parental beliefs as significant predictors of use of harsh/coercive parenting practices
(e.g., rigid, unrealistic expectations, Azar, Reitz, & Goslin, 2008; low perceived control over
negative parenting events, Bugental, Blue, & Cruzcosa, 1989; beliefs about spanking, Vittrup,
Holden, & Buck, 2006). In addition to their direct influences on behavior, some of these belief
systems may indirectly impact parenting behavior by influencing how parents process child-
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related information. In his social information processing (SIP) model of child physical abuse,
Milner (2003) refers to such beliefs as pre-existing schemata that parents bring to the parenting
context. According to Milner’s SIP model, pre-existing schemata influence the types of
evaluations, interpretations, attributions, and responses made by parents during challenging
parenting situations.

Social Information Processing (SIP) Model of Child Physical Abuse (CPA)

Milner’s (1993, 2003) four-stage SIP model of CPA asserts that certain pre-existing
schemata may augment the risk of harsh/coercive and abusive reactions to children. Specifically,
pre-existing schemata are believed to influence a) how social information is encoded (Stage 1),
b) the formation of interpretations/evaluations/attributions (Stage 2), and c) how information is
integrated (Stage 3). Moreover, each of these processes influences the selection of parenting
responses and their implementation (Stage 4). Multiple studies have provided empirical support
for the various stages of the SIP model of CPA. For instance, in comparison to low-risk/nonabusive parents, high-risk/abusive parents tend to encode child behaviors in more negative
(relative to positive) terms (Crouch et al., 2010), exhibit emotion recognition deficits (e.g.,
Wagner et al., 2015), make more internal, global, and stable attributions about child
transgressions (e.g., De Paúl, Alsa, Perez-Albeniz, & de Cádiz, 2006; Montes, De Paúl, &
Milner, 2001), attribute more hostile intentions to the child (e.g., De Paúl et al., 2006; Irwin,
Skowronski, Crouch, Milner, & Zengel, 2014; Montes et al., 2001), rate child behaviors as more
wrong/bad (e.g., Dadds, Mullins, McAllister, & Atkinson, 2003), fail to integrate mitigating
information when making attributions about child behavior (e.g., De Paúl et al., 2006; Irwin et
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al., 2014), and select more power assertive (and fewer inductive) parenting practices in response
to child transgressions (e.g., Caselles & Milner, 2000; Chilamkurti & Milner, 1993; De Paúl et
al., 2006).
However, surprisingly little research has focused on linking specific pre-existing
schemata to the various processing components (e.g., interpretations, attributions, evaluations) of
the SIP model (Rodriguez, Smith, & Silvia, 2015). Moreover, a variety of additional types of
pre-existing schemata remain to be explored as potential risk factors for harsh/coercive and
abusive parenting behavior. One yet-to-be-examined schema involves parental implicit theories
about personality. As described in the sections that follow, considerable research has
demonstrated that certain implicit beliefs about personality (i.e., entity theories) influence social
information processes (i.e., interpretations, attributions) in a manner that may increase the
likelihood of harsh/coercive parenting behaviors in response to child transgressions.

Implicit Theories

Implicit theories are the core beliefs an individual holds about the nature of human
attributes as being malleable (incremental mindset) or fixed (entity mindset; Dweck, Chiu, &
Hong, 1995b). In other words, implicit theories refer to the types of assumptions that an
individual makes about the malleability of attributes. These assumptions have been found to
influence both information processing and behavior. Specifically, implicit theories are thought
to influence an individual’s perceptions, inferences, attributions, and behavioral reactions,
especially during aversive events (Dweck et al., 1995a).
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Although theoretically rooted in attribution theory (Heider, 1944; Weiner, 1985; Yeager
& Walton, 2011), implicit theories are conceptually different from attributions. Implicit theories
are specifically related to assumptions about the malleability of attributes (Dweck et al., 1995b).
Moreover, an individual is thought to hold either an entity view or an incremental view about
attributes within particular domains (e.g., academic ability, morality, type of person). Although
a person could theoretically hold both incremental beliefs and entity beliefs within a domain, one
view is likely to be dominant based on the situation and an individual’s past experiences and
values (Dweck et al., 1995a; Dweck & Leggett, 1988).

Implicit Personality Theories

Although initially focused on the domains of intelligence and academic achievement
(Diener & Dweck, 1978, 1980; Dweck, 1975; Dweck & Leggett, 1988), implicit theories have
been applied to a number of other domains (e.g., shyness; Valentiner, Mounts, Durik, & GierLonsway, 2011). Just as individuals hold implicit theories about self-concepts (e.g., intelligence,
shyness), research also has found that individuals hold implicit theories about others (i.e.,
implicit personality theories; IPT). Specifically, in comparison to incremental (or low-entity)
theory individuals, high-entity theory individuals are more likely to believe that the attributes of
others (especially perceived transgressors) are fixed, non-malleable, and predictive of behavior
(Dweck et al., 1995a; Erdley & Dweck, 1993). Additionally, in an attempt to understand and
predict the behaviors of others, entity personality theorists are more likely than incremental
personality theorists to focus on evaluating the attributes of others and interpret behaviors as
indicative of traits (Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1997; Dweck et al., 1995a). In the face of
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transgressions or negative behaviors by others, high-entity individuals tend to make more
internal (versus external), stable (versus transient), global (versus specific) attributions about the
transgressor than low-entity individuals (Dweck et al., 1995a). Moreover, once an entity-theorist
ascribes a negative trait to an individual, they are more likely to deem that person to be
permanently inferior and feel contempt when dealing with that individual (Dweck et al., 1995a).
In contrast, incremental personality theorists see the attributes of others as malleable and
flexible. Incremental theorists are theorized to pursue developmental goals, which are thought to
be related to more process oriented cognitions (e.g., how can I help this person increase their
competency) with more emphasis on environmental and situational influences than on
dispositional characteristics (Erdley & Dweck, 1993). Empathic and compassionate responses
toward transgressors are characteristic responses of individuals that pursue developmental goals.
In keeping with the notion that implicit theories influence how individuals respond to
others, Yeager, Trzesniewski, Tirri, Nokelainen, and Dweck (2011) proposed that individual
differences in IPTs would predict the likelihood of seeking aggressive or pro-social solutions to
interpersonal conflicts. In one study, high school students were asked to recall a recent
interpersonal conflict and then rate their desire for vengeance (e.g., “How much did you feel like
hurting this person”), personal affect (e.g., “How bad did you feel about yourself after this
incident”), and attributions of personal qualities to the transgressor (e.g., “Do you think this
person is an extremely good/bad person”). Yeager et al. (2011) found that in comparison to
incremental personality theorists, entity personality theorists reported greater desires for
vengeance, more negative affect, and more bad-person attributions associated with the recalled
interpersonal conflicts.
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Thus, numerous studies provide evidence that entity theorists and incremental theorists
engage in different patterns when processing social information (e.g., Chiu et al., 1997; Dweck et
al., 1995a; Levy, Stroessner, & Dweck, 1998; Plaks, Stroessner, Dweck, & Sherman, 2001;
Yeager et al., 2011; Yeager, Miu, et al., 2013; Yeager, Trzesniewski, & Dweck, 2013).
However, it should be noted that although they differ in how they think about other people, entity
theorists and incremental theorists do not differ in how they evaluate the wrongness/seriousness
of specific behaviors. For example, Chiu et al. (1997) asked participants to rate the “wrongness”
of specific behaviors (e.g., stealing a car) and how much they thought these behaviors were
indicative of a person’s disposition (e.g., goodness or badness). As predicted, entity theorists
and incremental theorists did not differ in their severity ratings of the transgressions, but differed
in their judgments of the individuals committing the transgressions.
Moreover, it should be noted that the impact of IPTs on social information processes and
behavioral responses may be most apparent following negative social events (Dweck et al.,
1995a). Although both high-entity (i.e., believe the attributes of others are fixed) and low-entity
(i.e., believe the attributes of others are malleable) individuals have been found to respond
similarly to positive interactions, theory and research suggest that negative social interactions
prompt divergent information processing patterns (e.g., Diener & Dweck, 1978, 1980).
Specifically, in comparison to low-entity individuals, high-entity individuals are more likely to
attribute the negative behaviors of others to dispositional personality characteristics (e.g., view
transgressors as permanently inferior individuals for whom help and change is not possible),
which in turn fosters a focus on retribution (e.g., Dweck et al., 1995a). However, it should be
noted that research has generally focused on differences in how high-entity individuals and low-
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entity individuals respond to obviously positive/negative situations with no research to date
examining the effect of IPTs across transgressions that vary with respect to severity (e.g.,
personal, conventional, moral). Given that the effect of IPTs are theorized to become more
salient during negative events, it is conceivable that negative events/situations perceived as more
serious may produce stronger differences between low-entity individuals and high-entity
individuals than negative events/situations that are less serious. Thus, the impact of IPTs on
social information processing may increase as the severity of the negative situation increases;
however this possibility has not been explored in previous research.

Summary

IPTs serve as pre-existing schemata that influence how social information is processed,
particularly in negative situations. In comparison to incremental theorists, entity theorists (i.e.,
those who tend to perceive the attributes of others as fixed) are more likely to make global,
internal, and stable attributions about the behaviors of transgressors. In contrast, incremental
theorists (i.e., those who tend to see the attributes of others as malleable) focus more on
situational and environmental factors (and less on dispositional characteristics) when attempting
to understand the negative behaviors of others. Moreover, while entity theorists prefer
punishment and retribution, incremental theorists are more likely to utilize remediation strategies
when responding to transgressors.
Furthermore, the information processing and behavioral patterns exhibited by entity
theorists are similar to the cognitive, affective, and behavioral reactions associated with
harsh/coercive parenting behaviors (e.g., Milner, 2003). However, no research to date has
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examined whether individual differences in IPTs are associated with parental reactions to child
behaviors. Thus, a preliminary study was conducted to examine the relationship between IPT
beliefs and how parents respond to vignettes describing children engaging in a variety of types of
transgressions.

CHAPTER 2
PRELIMINARY STUDY

In a preliminary study, general population parents were asked to complete a measure of
IPT beliefs and to read a series of vignettes describing child transgressions. Following each
vignette, parents were asked to answer a series of questions assessing how they would react
(cognitively, affectively, and behaviorally) to each transgression. Based on previous research on
IPTs and social information processing (e.g., Dweck et al., 1995a; Dweck et al., 1995b; Yeager
et al., 2011), nine hypotheses (and one research question) were explored.
Specifically, it was expected that high-entity theory parents, in comparison to low-entity
theory parents, would: Endorse more extreme negative trait ratings (Hypothesis 1); Attribute
more hostile intent to the transgressing child (Hypothesis 2); Rate the transgressing child’s
behavior as more stable across situations (Hypothesis 3); Attribute more cause for the
transgression to the child’s personality (Hypothesis 4); Feel more negative affect related to the
child’s behavior (Hypothesis 5); Be more likely to respond to the child using harsh parenting
practices (Hypothesis 6); Be less likely to respond to the child using inductive parenting practices
(Hypothesis 7); Be more likely to predict that the child’s behavior will be consistent over time
(Hypothesis 8); Not differ in perceptions of the wrongness/seriousness ratings of the
transgressions (Hypothesis 9). Additionally we explored one research question that examined
whether the hypotheses stated above were moderated by the type of child transgression (i.e.,
personal, conventional, moral; Research Question 1).
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Preliminary Study: Methods

Participants

The initial participant pool included 212 parents who were recruited via Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Of the 212 participating parents, 11 parents were excluded due to
missing data (i.e., left 10% or more items blank on any measure) and 14 parents were excluded
for randomly responding on the Child Abuse Potential Inventory (CAP; Milner, 1986). The final
sample consisted of 187 parents. The demographic characteristics of the final sample are
presented in Table 1. All parents had at least one child (under the age of 18) living in their
home.
Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of the Total Sample, Low Entity Parents, and High Entity Parents in the
Preliminary Study*

_________________________________________________________________________
Total Sample
Low Entity
High Entity
Characteristic
(n = 187)
(n = 118)
(n = 69)
Participant gender (%)
Male
Female

76 (40.6)
109 (58.3)

48 (40.7)
68 (57.6)

28 (40.6)
41 (59.4)

Ethnic background (%)
Caucasian
Other

147 (79.5)
38 (20.5)

91 (77.1)
25 (21.2)

56 (81.2)
13 (18.8)

Participant age (years)
M
SD

35.4
9.5

35.7
9.7

35.1
9.2

Table continued on next page
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Table cont. from previous page
Characteristic
HS diploma/GED or less
Some college
Associate/Bachelors
Graduate degree
Marital status (%)
Single
Divorced/Separated/Widow

Married/Cohabitating
Annual Income (%)
Less than $25, 000
$25,000-$39,000
$40,000-$59,000
$60,000-$79,000
More than $80,000

Total Sample
(n = 187)
24 (12.1)
52 (27.8)
92 (49.2)
16 (8.6)

Low Entity
(n = 118)
13 (11.0)
36 (30.5)
57 (48.3)
10 (8.5)

High Entity
(n = 69)
11 (15.9)
16 (23.2)
35 (50.7)
6 (8.7)

15 (8.0)
9 (4.8)
160 (85.6)

10 (8.5)
7 (5.9)
99 (83.9)

5 (7.2)
2 (2.9)
61 (88.4)

21 (11.2)
45 (24.1)
48 (25.7)
40 (21.4)
28 (15.0)

10 (8.5)
30 (25.4)
29 (24.6)
30 (25.4)
16 (13.6)

11 (15.9)
15 (21.7)
19 (27.5)
10 (14.5)
12 (17.4)

Note: *Some participants selected “Prefer Not to Answer” on some of the demographic
questions. These items were coded as missing data and resulted in the percentages
reported totaling to less than 100% for some variables.

Materials

Implicit Personality Theory (IPT) Scale

The IPT scale (Chiu et al., 1997) was designed to assess respondents’ implicit
entity/incremental beliefs related to personality (see Appendix A). Respondents were asked to
indicate their agreement with four entity theory items (e.g., “The kind of person someone is, is
something basic about them, and it can’t be changed very much”) and four incremental theory
items (e.g., “People can change even their more basic qualities”). Responses were made on a
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). To create a composite IPT score,
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incremental items were reverse coded and an overall IPT score was derived by averaging across
all items. Thus, higher IPT scores represented higher levels of entity beliefs. Consistent with
prior research (e.g., Butler, 2000; Chiu et al., 1997; Heslin, Latham, & VandeWalle, 2005),
participants with a mean IPT score higher than three were classified as high entity theory parents,
whereas participants with mean IPT scores of three or less were classified as low entity theory
parents.
The IPT scale has demonstrated adequate psychometric properties with internal
consistency coefficients ranging from .90 to .96 and two-week test-retest reliability correlations
of .82 (Dweck et al., 1995a). In the present study the internal consistency of the IPT scale was
.93. Content validity for the IPT measure also has been examined to ensure that entity items do
not represent agreement with an incremental theory of personality. In a validation study
described by Dweck et al. (1995a), participants completed the IPT measure and were then asked
to explain their answers. The authors reported that “those who disagreed with the entity
statements gave clear incremental theory justifications for their responses” (Dweck et al., 1995a,
p. 270).
Moreover, discriminant validity data indicated that individual responses on the IPT
measure were not significantly related to the respondents’ sex (r = .12, ns), age (r = .13, ns),
social desirability (r = .15, ns), self-esteem (r = -.01, ns), and cognitive ability (r = -.12, ns)
(Dweck et al., 1995a). The IPT scale also has been found to correlate as expected with measures
of implicit intelligence theory and implicit morality theory (Dweck et al., 1995a). Supplemental
analyses exploring alternative implicit theory measures are described in Appendix B.
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Child Transgression Vignettes

Six previously validated vignettes (Chilamkurti & Milner, 1993) describing personal
transgressions, conventional transgressions, and moral transgressions were used in the present
study (see Appendix C). Specifically, vignettes included two personal violations, two
conventional violations, and two moral violations. Personal transgressions depicted a child
engaging in minor social violations (i.e., “Child went to school in wrinkled clothes,” “Child
wrote all over their hands with a pen”). Conventional transgressions depicted moderate social
violations (i.e., “Child refused to help you set the table for dinner,” “Child watched TV past their
bedtime after you told them to go to bed”). Moral transgressions depicted serious social
violations (i.e., “Child threw stones at a dog,” “Child took money from a family members
wallet”).
Chilamkurti and Milner (1993) reported that correct classification rates (with respect to
transgression type) for each of the above described vignettes was 85% or higher. Moreover,
Chilamkurti and Milner had participants rate the degree of wrongness for each transgression on a
5-point scale. Scores ranged from 1 (not wrong) to 5 (very wrong). As expected, mothers
ranked moral transgressions (M = 4.83) as more wrong than conventional transgressions (M =
2.59), which were in turn rated as more wrong than personal transgressions (M = 1.96). One
week test-retest reliability estimates for wrongness ratings for all transgression types were strong
(moral r = 1.00; conventional r = .86; personal r = .91), suggesting that wrongness ratings were
temporally stable across the vignette types (Chilamkurti & Milner, 1993).
The vignettes developed by Chilamkurti and Milner (1993) were designed to be followed
by questions assessing parental perceptions, attributions, expectations, and reactions. Several
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studies using vignettes similar to those described above have detected individual differences in
evaluations, interpretations, attributions, and emotional/behavioral reactions in parent samples
(e.g., De Paúl et al., 2006; Milner & Chilamkurti, 1991; Montes et al., 2001). In the preliminary
study, parents with varying levels of entity IPT beliefs were asked to read the vignettes and
respond to questions (described below and presented in Appendix C) that assessed parental
cognitive, affective, and behavioral responses to the transgressions described in the vignettes.
Negative trait ratings. Negative trait ratings were assessed using the following question:
“To what extent do you think (transgression depicted in the vignette) indicates that this child is
generally (trait)?” The traits rated were lazy, uncooperative, oppositional, dishonest, mean,
aggressive, defiant, and sloppy. Participants rated each trait on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7
(very much). Ratings on these eight traits were averaged to obtain the negative trait rating score.
In the preliminary study, the mean Cronbach’s alpha for negative trait ratings across the six
vignettes was .83. Additionally, the inter-item correlations across the six vignettes ranged from
.35 - .49.
Personality attributions. To assess the extent to which parents attributed transgressions to
the child’s personality, respondents were asked: “Do you think this child (transgression) because
of the type of personality he/she has or because of situational factors?” Participants responded
on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (entirely due to situational factors) to 7 (entirely due to child’s
personality).
Typicality/stability ratings. To measure parents’ expectations that the transgressing child’s
behavior was considered typical/stable, participants were asked two questions. The first question
asked: “Do you think this behavior is typical for this child, or do you think it is unusual for this
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child?” Participants rated this item on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (very unusual/not typical)
to 7 (very usual/typical). The second question asked: “Do you think that this child’s
[transgression] would only occur in this situation, or do you think this child might also behave
this way in other situations (e.g., at school)?” Participants again responded on a 7-point scale
ranging from 1 (just this situation) to 7 (in almost all situations). Ratings on these two items
were averaged to obtain the typicality/stability score. In the preliminary study, the mean
Cronbach’s alpha for typicality/stability ratings across the six vignettes was .58. Additionally,
the inter-item correlations across the six vignettes ranged from .24 - .52.
Hostile intent attributions. Two questions were used to assess attributions of hostile
intent. The two questions were “How likely do you think this child (transgression) because
he/she wanted to annoy you?” and “How likely do you think this child (transgression) because
he/she was trying to be bad?” Participants responded to both questions using a 7-point scale
ranging from 1 (not likely) to 7 (very likely). Ratings on these two items were averaged to
obtain the hostile intent attribution score. In the preliminary study, the mean Cronbach’s alpha
for the hostile intent attributions index across the six vignettes was .70. Additionally, the interitem correlations across the six vignettes ranged from .46 - .66.
Evaluations of wrongness/seriousness. To measure evaluations of wrongness parents
were asked to indicate “How wrong is (transgression)?” on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not
wrong) to 7 (very wrong). Similarly, evaluations of seriousness were assessed with a question
that asked: “How serious is (transgression)?” Seriousness evaluations were rated on a 7-point
scale ranging from 1 (not serious) to 7 (very serious). Ratings on these two items were averaged
to obtain the evaluation of wrongness/seriousness score. In the preliminary study, the mean
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Cronbach’s alpha for the evaluations of wrongness/seriousness index across the six vignettes was
.83. Additionally, the inter-item correlations across the six vignettes ranged from .63 - .81.
Future behavior problems. Predictions about future behavior problems were measured
with a question that asked: “Imagine what this child will be like five years from now. How
likely is this child to be a trouble maker in the future?” Participants responded on a 7-point scale
ranging from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very likely).
Negative affect. Participants were asked to rate the extent to which they would feel upset,
irritated, angry, and ashamed following each transgression. For each type of affect, participants
were asked to respond on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). Ratings
across the four types of negative affect were averaged to obtain the negative affect composite
score. In the present study, the average Cronbach’s alpha for the negative affect index across the
six vignettes was .82. Additionally, the inter-item correlations across the six vignettes ranged
from .48 - .59.
Harsh parenting practices. The likelihood of responding to the child’s transgression with
harsh/coercive parenting practices (e.g., verbal and physical aggression) was assessed using two
questions: “In this situation, how likely is it that you would yell/shout/scream at this child?” and
“In this situation, how likely is it that you would slap/hit/spank the child?” Parents were asked to
indicate their likeliness of engaging in the harsh parenting strategies on a 7-point scale ranging
from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very likely). Ratings on these two items were averaged to obtain
the harsh parenting practices score. In the preliminary study, the mean Cronbach’s alpha for the
harsh parenting practices index across the six vignettes was .48. Additionally, the inter-item
correlations across the six vignettes ranged from .12 - .59.
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Induction. The likelihood of employing inductive practices was measured with two
questions: “In this situation, how likely is it that you would respond to this child by explaining to
them the benefits of doing what is expected?” and “In this situation, how likely is it that you
would reason with your child in order to help them understand why their behavior was
inappropriate?” Parents were asked to indicate their likeliness of engaging in the inductive
parenting strategies on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very likely).
Ratings on these two items were averaged to obtain the induction score. In the preliminary
study, the mean Cronbach’s alpha for the induction index across the six vignettes was .66.
Additionally, the inter-item correlations across the six vignettes ranged from .36 - .76.
Demographic questionnaire. Parents were asked to provide information about their age,
gender, race/ethnicity, annual household income, marital status, and number of children (see
Appendix D).
Random response index. Random response patterns were assessed using the Child Abuse
Potential (CAP) Inventory (Milner, 1986). The CAP Inventory’s random response index is
derived from two CAP Inventory scales: the random response scale (18 items) and the
inconsistency scale (20 pairs of items). As recommended by Milner (1986), participants who
exceeded the cut scores for both the random response scale (i.e., > 6) and the inconsistency scale
(i.e., > 6) were considered elevated on the random response index and were excluded from
further analyses.
Procedures

Participants were recruited online via MTurk and were asked to read a consent form (see
Appendix E). By electronically signing the consent form participants agreed with the statement
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“I agree to participate in the research study, I verify that I am 18 years of age or older, I verify
that I am a parent of a child who is currently living with me, and I verify that my MTurk Worker
ID will be used for payment purposes.” Next, parents were directed to SurveyMonkey to
complete the survey. The survey included the demographic questionnaire, the IPT scale, and the
six vignettes depicting child transgressions (each followed by questions that assessed parental
cognitions, affect, and disciplinary reactions). After completing the vignettes, the questionnaire
containing the random response index (CAP Inventory) was presented. Presentation of items
within each measure (i.e., IPT measure, vignettes and follow-up questions) was randomized (via
the question and page randomization option in SurveyMonkey). Participants were compensated
$2.00 for their time.

Analytic Strategy

To test the a priori hypotheses, mixed factorial ANOVAs were conducted in IBM SPSS
(version 21) for each of the dependent measures (i.e., negative trait ratings, personality
attributions, typicality/stability ratings, hostile intent attributions, evaluations of
wrongness/seriousness, future behavior problems, negative affect, harsh parenting practices, and
induction). More specifically, a series of 2 (IPT: low entity, high entity) × 3 (Transgression
Type: personal, conventional, moral) mixed factorial ANOVAs with repeated measures on the
second factor were conducted. For the directional hypotheses relating to the main effect of IPT
(i.e., Hypotheses 1-8), one-tailed p values are reported.
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Preliminary Study: Results

Data screening revealed significant levels of skewness and kurtosis on several of the
dependent variables; however, given the ordinal nature of the data and the robustness of the
mixed factorial ANOVA to violations of normality with large sample sizes, no data
transformations were conducted. The assumption of sphericity and Box’s test also were
reviewed to examine the equality of variances/covariances across all of the dependent variables.

IPT Classification and Demographic Characteristics

Of the final sample of 187 parents, 118 parents were categorized as low-entity (i.e.,
obtained a score of three or less on the IPT scale) and 69 were categorized as high-entity
(obtained a score greater than three on the IPT scale). Demographic characteristics of the total
sample, low entity parents, and high entity parents are presented in Table 1. To assess for
differences between low-entity and high-entity parents, Chi-square analyses (for categorical data)
and t-tests (for continuous data) were computed for the demographic variables. No significant
differences between low-entity and high-entity parents were observed on any of the demographic
variables (all p’s > .05).

Transgression Type by IPT Effects

None of the two-way interactions between transgression type and IPT beliefs were
significant (all p values > .05, all η2p values < .01).
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Table 2
Means (and Standard Deviations) for Dependent Variables across Transgression Types for
the Total Sample, Low-entity Parents, and High-entity Parents in the Preliminary Study

________________________________________________________________________
Dependent Variable/
Transgression Type
Negative trait ratings
Personal
Conventional
Moral

Total Sample (n
= 187)
2.97 (0.80)
2.27 (0.91)
3.10 (0.83)
3.54 (1.04)

Low Entity
(n = 118)
2.87 (0.76)
2.16 (0.85)
3.00 (0.77)
3.56 (1.01)

High Entity
(n = 69)
3.13 (0.74)
2.46 (1.00)
3.27 (0.90)
3.67 (1.09)

Personality attributions
Personal
Conventional
Moral

3.94 (0.82)
3.58 (1.21)
3.82 (1.12)
4.44 (1.16)

3.85 (0.79)
3.54 (1.17)
3.66 (1.10)
4.34 (1.19)

4.10 (0.84)
3.65 (1.28)
4.08 (1.11)
4.59 (1.10)

Stability attributions
Personal
Conventional
Moral

3.95 (0.75)
3.73 (1.10)
4.05 (0.83)
4.07 (1.19)

3.91 (0.72)
3.73 (1.06)
4.04 (0.83)
3.98 (1.16)

4.01 (0.81)
3.75 (1.17)
4.07 (0.84)
4.22 (1.22)

Hostile intent attributions
Personal
Conventional
Moral

3.03 (0.93)
2.20 (1.05)
3.06 (1.19)
3.84 (1.31)

2.92 (0.94)
2.12 (1.05)
2.93 (1.20)
3.71 (1.29)

3.21 (0.89)
2.34 (1.05)
3.27 (1.15)
4.06 (1.32)

Future expectations
Personal
Conventional
Moral

2.92 (0.88)
1.71 (0.94)
2.55 (1.07)
4.50 (1.32)

2.81 (0.90)
1.61 (0.89)
2.43 (1.08)
4.40 (1.40)

3.09 (0.81)
1.88 (1.02)
2.75 (1.02)
4.66 (1.16)

Evaluations of wrongness
Personal
Conventional
Moral

4.02 (0.60)
2.02 (0.91)
3.67 (0.93)
6.37 (0.72)

3.99 (0.59)
1.95 (0.83)
3.63 (0.97)
6.40 (0.70)

4.08 (0.63)
2.15 (1.02)
3.75 (0.84)
6.33 (0.77)

Table 2 continued on next page
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Table 2 cont. from previous page

Dependent Variable/
Transgression Type
Evaluations of wrongness
Personal
Conventional
Moral

Total Sample
(n = 187)
4.02 (0.60)
2.02 (0.91)
3.67 (0.93)
6.37 (0.72)

Low Entity
(n = 118)
3.99 (0.59)
1.95 (0.83)
3.63 (0.97)
6.40 (0.70)

High Entity
(n = 69)
4.08 (0.63)
2.15 (1.02)
3.75 (0.84)
6.33 (0.77)

3.64 (0.87)
2.13 (0.99)
3.10 (1.06)
5.69 (1.26)

3.59 (0.90)
2.04 (0.98)
3.02 (1.13)
5.72 (1.25)

3.72 (0.83)
2.30 (0.99)
3.25 (0.92)
5.63 (1.29)

Harsh parenting
Personal
Conventional
Moral

1.95 (0.72)
1.15 (0.39)
1.57 (0.73)
3.13 (1.52)

1.85 (0.69)
1.08 (0.26)
1.46 (0.65)
3.00 (1.53)

2.12 (0.75)
1.27 (0.53)
1.75 (0.82)
3.35 (1.49)

Induction
Personal
Conventional
Moral

5.22 (1.12)
4.58 (1.61)
5.28 (1.27)
5.80 (1.21)

5.43 (1.04)
4.74 (1.53)
5.53 (1.24)
6.03 (1.16)

4.85 (1.17)
4.30 (1.71)
4.85 (1.23)
5.41 (1.21)

Negative affect
Personal
Conventional
Moral

Transgression Type Effects

Means (SDs) for each of the dependent variables across each of the transgression types
are presented in Table 2. Consistent with prior research, the main effect of transgression type
was significant for all of the dependent variables: negative trait ratings, F(2, 370) = 210.16, p <
.001, η2p = .53; personality attributions, F(2, 370) = 33.72, p < .001, η2p = .154;
typicality/stability attributions, F(2, 370) = 8.42, p < .001, η2p = .04; hostile intent attributions,
F(2, 370) = 144.80, p < .001, η2p = .44; future behavior problems, F(2, 370) = 483.63, p < .001,

η2p = .72; wrongness/seriousness evaluations, F(2, 370) = 1475.89, p < .001, η2p = .89; negative
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affect, F(2, 370) = 821.45, p < .001, η2p = .82; harsh parenting, F(2, 370) = 267.82, p < .001, η2p
= .59; and induction, F(2, 370) = 65.85, p < .001, η2p = .26.
IPT Effects1

Means (SDs) for each of the dependent variables among the high entity parents and the
low entity parents are presented in Table 2. As expected, high entity parents, compared to low
entity parents, evinced higher negative trait ratings, F(1, 185) = 4.62, p = .017, η2p = .024, which
is consistent with the notion that high entity parents attribute more negative traits to transgressing
children. Moreover, high entity parents, compared to low entity parents, had higher personality
attribution scores, F(1, 185) = 4.50, p = .018, η2p = .02; and higher expectations of future
behavior problems scores, F(1, 185) = 4.56, p = .017, η2p = .02; indicating that high entity
parents were more likely to believe that child transgressions reflected children’s personalities and
that transgressing children were more likely to get into trouble in the future.
High entity parents, compared to low entity parents, also evinced higher hostile intent
attributions, F(1, 185) = 4.65, p = .016, η2p = .03; higher harsh parenting scores, F(1, 185) =
6.36, p = .004, η2p = .03; and lower induction scores, F(1, 185) = 12.39, p = .001, η2p = .06. This
pattern of findings reveals that high entity parents were more likely to attribute hostile intent to
transgressing children, were more likely to respond to child transgressions with power assertion,
and were less likely to respond to child transgressions with inductive parenting strategies. As
expected, high entity parents and low entity parents did not significantly differ with respect to
evaluations of wrongness/seriousness of the transgressions, F(1, 185) = 0.87, p = .352, η2p =
1

Supplementary analyses also were conducted using the IPT score as a continuous measure in the mixed factorial
ANOVA. The same pattern of results was found across all of the dependent variables.
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.005. Contrary to our a priori predictions, high entity parents did not differ significantly from
low entity parents with respect to typicality/stability attributions, F(1, 185) = 0.76, p = .193, η2p
= .004; or negative affect, F(1, 185) = 1.02, p = .157, η2p = .01.
Preliminary Study: Discussion

Building on prior research on implicit theories (e.g., Dweck et al., 1995a), the
preliminary study demonstrated that the beliefs a parent holds about whether personality is fixed
or malleable are associated with their interpretations, attributions, and reactions to child
transgressions. Specifically, in comparison to low entity parents, parents who believed more
strongly that personalities are fixed (i.e., high entity parents) were more likely to interpret
children’s misbehaviors as indicative of negative traits and to view children’s misbehaviors as
reflecting their underlying personality (as opposed to being caused by situational factors).
Moreover, high entity parents interpreted misbehaving children as possessing higher levels of
hostile intent and they were more likely to select harsh parenting strategies (e.g.,
yell/shout/scream and/or slap/hit/spank) in response to misbehaviors. As expected, parents who
believed that personalities are relatively fixed (i.e., high entity parents) were less likely to
respond to children’s misbehaviors with inductive parenting strategies (i.e., explaining the
benefits of doing what is expected or using reasoning to help them understand why their
behavior was inappropriate). Additionally, high entity parents were more likely to expect that
misbehaving children would exhibit behavior problems in the future.
Collectively, findings from the present study are consistent with the notion that implicit
theories about personality serve as a type of pre-existing schemata that influences how parents
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process and respond to challenging child behaviors (Dweck et al., 1995a; Milner, 1993). That is,
parents who believes in the malleability of personality may be more likely to believe that they
can influence the child’s future behavior by using inductive parenting techniques. In contrast,
parents who believes that a child’s personality is relatively fixed may be less inclined to try to
shape the child’s behavior through reasoning or explanations and instead may focus attention on
administering whatever punishment they deem to be an appropriate response to the child’s
wrongdoing.
Consistent with the findings of Chiu et al. (1997), beliefs about the malleability of
personality were not significantly associated with evaluations of wrongness/seriousness of the
behaviors described in the vignettes. Although parental implicit theories of personality were
associated with judgments about the transgressing child’s personality and future behavior,
implicit personality beliefs were not associated with the extent to which the behaviors described
in the vignettes were viewed as wrong/serious. Thus, although high entity parents were more
likely than low entity parents to select harsh parenting practices, this difference appears to be due
to how they viewed the child – as opposed to differences in how they viewed the misbehaviors.
The findings from the preliminary study also replicated prior research (e.g., Chilamkurti
& Milner, 1993) indicating that parents view moral transgressions as more serious/wrong than
conventional transgressions, which in turn were viewed as more serious/wrong than personal
transgressions. As the seriousness/wrongness of the child transgressions increased, so did
parental tendencies to ascribe negative traits, attribute hostile intent, and select harsh parenting
responses. Although transgression type did not moderate the associations between parental
implicit theories of personality and their cognitive/affective/behavioral responses to the
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vignettes, it should be noted that transgression type and implicit personality beliefs
independently and additively contributed to parental tendencies to ascribe negative traits to the
child, attribute hostile intent to the child, view the cause for the transgression as due to the
child’s personality, and respond with power assertion. Thus, the highest ratings of negative
traits, hostile intent, and harsh parenting were obtained by high entity parents in response to the
most serious (i.e., moral) transgressions.
Although the preliminary study yielded evidence consistent with the notion that parental
beliefs about the malleability of personality influence how parents react/respond to child
transgressions, there are a number of limitations that need to be considered. First, the
associations among implicit personality beliefs and the dependent variables assessed in the
present study tended to be small-medium in magnitude. Thus, it appears that general implicit
theories about personality may only play a modest role in determining how parents react to child
transgressions. Nonetheless, it is possible that interventions designed to alter implicit personality
theories (i.e., reduce entity beliefs/promote incremental beliefs) could augment the effectiveness
of current strategies used to promote positive parenting (e.g., parent training designed to increase
use of inductive practices and/or psycho-education about the adverse outcomes associated with
harsh parenting practices).
Moreover, it should be noted that our assessment of cognition/affect/behavior was limited
to self-reports of how parents thought they would respond to vignettes describing child
transgressions. Obviously, self-report methods assume that parents are able to accurately
anticipate their thoughts and feelings when confronted with child misbehavior. Fortunately,
prior research has demonstrated convergence between how parents respond to vignettes (such as
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those used in the present study) and how they behave during naturally occurring parent-child
interactions (e.g., Bugental, Johnston, New, & Silvester, 1998; Haskett, Smith-Scott,
Willoughby, Ahern, & Nears, 2006; Lansford et al., 2014). Nonetheless, additional research
linking parental beliefs about the malleability of personality to implicit measures of parenting
cognition/affect and/or actual behaviors during parent-child interactions would help advance our
understanding in this area.
It also should be noted that the correlational nature of the data examined in the
preliminary study limited our ability to ascertain causality. Additional research designed to
manipulate implicit beliefs about the malleability of personality is needed to advance our
understanding of the extent to which implicit personality theories influence parental reactions to
child transgressions. For example, Chiu et al. (1997) experimentally manipulated participants’
implicit personality beliefs towards either an entity or an incremental view. Participants were
randomly assigned to either an entity condition or an incremental condition, which involved
exposing them to (fake) scientific articles that contained both theoretical and persuasive evidence
supporting either an entity view or an incremental view. Chiu et al. reported that, compared to
those who read the article about incremental beliefs, participants who read the article about entity
beliefs tended to make stronger trait-relevant behavioral predictions in response to a series of
brief vignettes. Thus, the findings reported by Chiu et al. support the notion that IPT beliefs may
play a causal role in the way that social information is processed.
Indeed, a growing body of evidence provides support for the idea that manipulating
implicit theories through interventions such as that used by Chiu et al. (1997; e.g., Aronson,
Fried, & Good, 2002; Levontin, Halperin, & Dweck, 2013; Yeager, Miu, et al., 2013; Yeager,
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Trzesniewski, et al., 2013) can lead to changes in how participants think/feel/and behave. Thus,
general implicit theories about personality may serve as additional targets for interventions that
seek to reduce parental tendencies to attribute hostile intent to misbehaving children and
potentially reduce use of harsh parenting practices.

CHAPTER 3
CURRENT STUDY – BACKGROUND

Although numerous professional organizations discourage the use of harsh parenting
practices (Gershoff, 2013), many parents continue to spank, slap, and yell at their children during
challenging moments in parenting (Regalado et al., 2004). The preliminary study described
above provided support for the notion that IPT beliefs are relevant to understanding parental
reactions to child transgressions. In accordance with the SIP model of child physical abuse (e.g.,
Milner, 1993, 2003), implicit theories about personality may serve as additional targets for
interventions that seek to reduce parental tendencies to attribute hostile intent to misbehaving
children and potentially reduce harsh parenting practices. Indeed, altering pre-existing schemata
that increase risk for harsh parenting practices is an important intervention target that is often
ignored in existing parenting interventions that tend to focus on skills training and parent
education. Based on the results of the preliminary study, the current study was designed to
examine the effect of an IPT intervention on parental cognitive, affective, and disciplinary
reactions to a variety of types of child transgressions.

Implicit Theory Interventions

Implicit theory interventions have been found to have a significant and sustained impact
on outcomes such as academic achievement (Aronson et al., 2002), political tolerance (Levontin
et al., 2013), shyness (Jerek & Valentiner, 2012), hostile attributions (Yeager et al., 2013a), and
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aggressive responses (Yeager, Miu, et al., 2013). Implicit theory interventions typically involve
exposing individuals to a brief scientific article that endorses an incremental theory perspective
about human nature (i.e., that individuals can change). In addition to theoretical and scientific
information, persuasive testimonials and/or case studies are often included in the interventions.
Most implicit theory interventions are relatively brief (ranging from 15-45 minutes) and have
been found to produce large effects with minimal cost (e.g., Dweck, 2008).
Although seemingly simple, each component of implicit theory interventions plays an
important role in producing effects. For example, the use of “stealthy” or indirect delivery
mechanisms is one component of implicit theory interventions thought to facilitate change. The
fact that participants are not told that they are participating in an intervention (and are generally
told that they are completing some type of reading comprehension exercise) may reduce
resistance and reactance to the incremental message (Yeager & Walton, 2011). These indirect
methods also refrain from implying that the participant needs help in some area, which also may
facilitate message receptivity (Yeager & Walton, 2011).
Implicit theory interventions also incorporate social influence strategies (e.g., social proof
and liking tactics, expert opinions, public commitment exercises) that have been empirically
shown to increase behavioral compliance (Cialdini & Griskevicius, 2010). The social proof
principle is based on the notion that people rely on and follow the actions of others (Cialdini &
Griskevicius, 2010). This social effect becomes even more pronounced when the others are
similar to the person one is attempting to persuade (Cialdini, 2001). Stemming from the social
proof and liking research, implicit theory interventions typically include personal testimonials
that reinforce the intervention content. Thus, participants in implicit theory interventions are
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thought to be more receptive to the incremental intervention messages because they are espoused
by individuals similar to the participants (e.g., using testimonials from older students from the
same school; Yeager, Miu, et al., 2013). For example, after reading the incremental testimonials
espoused by older peers, a child participant’s identification with older peers may predispose
him/her to adopt the incremental beliefs (Cialdini, 2001).
Additionally, implicit theory interventions typically include expert opinions that support
incremental theory beliefs. For example, most implicit theory interventions include passages
referring to neuroscientific evidence of the malleability of the construct of interest, as well as
supportive research from prestigious universities (e.g., Stanford scientists). Generally, people
tend to believe and defer to expert views in an effort to make good decisions efficiently
(Cialdini, 2001). Thus, participants exposed to incremental interventions may be more apt to
adopt an incremental view because the interventions contain expert information from a scientific
authority about the malleability of the brain and personality.
In addition to the incremental theory testimonials and expert opinions, implicit theory
interventions often include a writing exercise that prompts individuals to publicly commit (via
writing) to views that are consistent with an incremental messages. Research on persuasion has
shown that once people endorse a position, they are more likely to stick to it (Cialdini, 2001).
The commitment effect becomes especially pronounced when the endorsement is active (i.e.,
spoken out loud or written), public (shared or presented to others), and voluntary because most
people strive to appear consistent with views they have endorsed (Cialdini, 2001). The writing
exercise also promotes consolidation by facilitating depth of processing of the incremental
message (Yeager & Walton, 2011). Altogether these social influence tactics (i.e., social proof
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and liking, expert opinions, public commitment exercises) are believed to add to the
effectiveness of incremental interventions.

IPT and Aggression

Implicit theory interventions, such as those described above, have been used successfully
to reduce aggressive thoughts, such as desire for vengeance. Specifically, in addition to altering
the types of judgments made about transgressors, implicit theory interventions have been shown
to have an effect on aggressive thoughts toward perceived transgressors.
For example, Yeager et al. (2011) examined the effect of an implicit theory intervention
on aggressive desires. Students were randomly assigned to read a control article or incremental
theory article as part of an online reading comprehension task. The incremental theory article
depicted a student who had been bullied receiving advice from others (peer, coach, and
counselor) about how both bullies and victims can change. The control article depicted a similar
story, but excluded any mention of the potential of change for victims or bullies. After reading
their respective articles, all participants were asked to summarize the article and describe how
they would feel if they were the victim in the bullying scenario. Similar to previous studies, bad
person attributions and trait ratings were collected from participants. Students also were asked to
rate their vengeance desires, vengeance intentions (i.e., likelihood of actually engaging in
vengeance seeking behavior), and vengeance ideation as an emotion regulation strategy (e.g.,
“how much better would you feel if you imagined them getting hurt”). Questions related to
beliefs about the malleability of people and the cross-situational consistency of behaviors also
were given as a manipulation check post intervention.
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Results revealed that students exposed to the incremental intervention reported fewer
vengeful desires and intentions and less positive feelings about revenge than students exposed to
the control article. Moreover, as in prior research, negative affect (toward self and the
transgressor) and bad-person attributions were lower among participants in the incremental
intervention compared to the control group. Finally, a full mediation model was supported. The
effect of the incremental condition on desire for vengeance was completely accounted for when
vengeance ideation as an emotion regulation strategy was included in the model with bad person
attributions, negative affect toward self (i.e., shame), and negative affect toward the transgressor
(i.e., hatred).
In a similar study, Yeager, Miu, and colleagues (2013) randomly assigned high-school
students to either a control or an incremental intervention condition. Students who were exposed
to the incremental intervention made significantly fewer attributions of hostile intent (in response
to a hypothetical scenario) and reported less desire for revenge than the control group. Yeager et
al. reported that these effects were sustained over an eight month period. Thus, research suggests
that an incremental theory intervention can sustainably change IPT beliefs and their cognitive,
affective, and behavioral correlates.
In summary, the effects of implicit theory interventions on aggressive cognitions have
been replicated across multiple studies (Yeager, Miu, et al., 2013; Yeager, Trzesniewski, et al.,
2013; Yeager et al., 2011). In fact, a meta-analytic review found that entity theorists, relative to
incremental theorists, were more likely to attribute negative intentionality to perceived
transgressors in ambiguous situations (i.e., hostile attribution bias), which in turn mediated a
tendency to endorse aggressive desires (Yeager, Miu, et al., 2013). These findings are consistent
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with research indicating that hostile attributions increase the likelihood of aggressive behavior
(e.g., Orobio de Castro, Veerman, Koops, Bosch, & Monshouwer, 2002).

Statement of the Problem

Findings from the preliminary study suggest that parental IPT beliefs may serve as preexisting schemata that influence how parents interpret and respond to child transgressions.
Interventions designed to alter IPT beliefs (e.g., increase incremental theory beliefs/decrease
entity theory beliefs) have been found to significantly impact how participants respond to the
negative behaviors of others (e.g., Yeager, Miu, et al., 2013). However, to date no study has
examined the impact of an IPT intervention on parental responses to child transgressions. Thus,
the present study was designed to examine whether an IPT intervention (modified to fit the
parenting context) would alter how high-entity parents respond to a variety of types of child
transgressions (e.g., personal, conventional, moral). It was hypothesized that high-entity parents
in the IPT intervention condition, compared to high-entity parents in the control condition, would
HI: Endorse less extreme negative trait ratings.
H2: Attribute less hostile intent to the child.
H3: Rate the child’s behavior as less stable.
H4: Attribute less cause for the transgression to the child’s personality.
H5: Feel less negative affect related to the child’s behavior.
H6: Be less likely to respond to the child using harsh parenting practices.
H7: Be more likely to respond to the child using inductive parenting practices.
H8: Be less likely to predict that the child’s behavior will be consistent over time.

37
H9: Not differ in wrongness/seriousness ratings.
Two research questions also were explored:
RQ1: Do the hypothesized IPT intervention effects vary depending on the type of
child transgression?
RQ2: Are the hypothesized effects of the IPT intervention on the dependent
variables mediated by post-intervention IPT scores?

CHAPTER 4
CURRENT STUDY – METHODOLOGY

Design

A randomized controlled trial (RCT) that examined the effect of an IPT intervention on
parents’ reactions to child transgressions was conducted. The sample included pre-screened
parents who endorsed high levels of entity theory beliefs. A two group post-only randomized
experimental design was used to examine how high entity parents in the IPT intervention
condition (compared to high entity parents in the control condition) responded to vignettes
describing personal, conventional, and moral child transgressions. A pre-post design was not
used due to concerns that pre-testing might serve to anchor participants’ responses making it
harder to detect the impact of the IPT intervention. Moreover, the impact of pre-testing on the
effectiveness of the IPT intervention is unknown. A Solomon design was considered but was
ruled out due to the fact that this is the first study of an IPT intervention in the parenting domain.
That is, the post-only design was viewed as the most economical strategy for determining
whether an IPT intervention has any impact on parenting constructs. If the post-only design
yields positive results, these data would serve as justification for the additional expense
associated with more rigorous designs. Post-only designs have been employed by other
researchers when investigating IPT interventions in new domains (e.g., Aronson et al., 2002;
Levontin et al., 2013; Yeager, Miu, et al., 2013). Although a pre-post experimental design was
not utilized in this study, baseline (i.e., results from the initial IPT screenings) and post
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intervention IPT scores were obtained from participants in both conditions, and these data served
as a manipulation check to assess for pre-post changes in IPT beliefs.

Power Analysis and Sample Size Estimates

The number of participants to be included in the current study was derived from a power
analysis using G* Power 3 (see Appendix F; Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) using the
following parameters: (1) desired power (1 – β) = .95 (as recommended by Cohen, 1992); (2)
alpha (α) = .05; (3) an effect size of d = .70 (conventionally considered to be a medium-large
effect size; Cohen, 1992). Thus, we estimated that a total sample of 50 parents (i.e., 25 per
condition) was needed. Use of the medium-large effect size (i.e., d = .70) in the power analysis
was based on the following considerations. Although there are no studies directly comparable to
the current study, Yeager and colleagues (2011) implemented an incremental theory intervention
with adolescents utilizing procedures similar to those used in the current study. Specifically,
Yeager and colleagues had participants read either an incremental article endorsing the
malleability of people’s characteristics (incremental group) or a similar article that did not
contain information about people’s ability to change (control condition). The intervention was
found to have an effect on vengeful desires (d = .48), bad person attributes (d = .48), and
negative affect (hate d = .35; shame d = .31). Although the effects across cognitive, affective,
and behavioral variables were small to medium, these effects reflect changed among participants
with a wide range of entity/incremental IPT beliefs. In the current study, only participants with
high entity IPT beliefs were included. Thus, the effect size estimates obtained by Yeager et al.
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may underestimate the magnitude of change observed when only high entity participants are
considered.
Another study by Jarek and Valentiner (2012) also used a brief incremental theory
intervention to reduce shyness. These authors screened participants based on their scores on the
Shyness Mindset Scale (SMS; Beer, 2002; Valentiner et al., 2011) and the Social Phobia Scale
(SPS-SF; Fergus, Valentiner, Mcgrath, Gier-Lonsway, & Kim, 2012; Mattick & Clarke, 1998).
Participants who scored at least 1.5 standard deviations above the mean on both of these
measures were deemed eligible to participate. Participants (n = 26 undergraduate students) were
randomized into a Shyness Mindset Intervention (SMI) or control condition. In the SMI
condition, students watched an 80 minute video that included testimonials of people who
overcame shyness, neuroscientific research on the malleability of the brain, and research and
treatment information about shyness and how it can be overcome. Participants were then asked
to write a letter to a student emphasizing the malleability of social behavior. The control group
watched an 80 minute video (e.g., Star Wars: Attack of the Clones). Jarek and Valentiner found
that in comparison to the participants in the control group (M = 31.0, SD = 7.8), participants in
the SMI showed a reduction in shyness mindset (M = 25.1, SD = 4.8; d = .91) post-intervention.

Participants

Initially, 283 general population parents were screened to participate in the study. Of the
screened participants, 65 reported IPT scores greater than or equal to 3.5 and were not randomly
responding. Of the 65 eligible parents, 63 completed the second part of the study and were
randomly assigned to either the control (n = 31) or intervention (n = 32) condition. Figure 1
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depicts the study flow per the Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials (CONSORT)
recommendations for randomized trials of nonpharmacologic treatment (Boutron, Moher,
Altman, Schulz, & Ravaud, 2008). A summary of the demographic characteristics can be found
in Table 3. To assess for differences between treatment conditions, Chi-square analyses (for
categorical data) and t-tests (for continuous data) were computed for the demographic variables.
No significant differences between the control and intervention parents were observed on any of
the demographic variables (all p’s > .05). Additionally, initial IPT scores did not differ
significantly between the control (M = 4.01, SD = .44) and intervention (M = 4.07, SD = 0.47)
conditions; t(61) = -0.53, p = .597. Thus, the intervention and control groups were comparable
with respect to initial IPT scores and demographic characteristics.

Procedures

Parents were initially screened in groups at the Center for the Study of Family Violence
and Sexual Assault (hereafter referred to as the Center). The consent form for the screening
procedure is presented in Appendix G. Eligible (i.e., IPT score ≥ 3.5 and valid CAP) high-entity
parents were randomly assigned to either an IPT parenting intervention or control condition. The
condition to which individuals were randomly assigned was constrained and determined in the
following manner. A document with the word “control” listed 35 times and the word
“intervention” listed 35 times was randomly sorted in Excel (via a random number generated in
another column). However, if the “control” or “intervention” word appeared more than three
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Figure 1. Study flow diagram for the randomized controlled trial.
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Table 3
Demographic Characteristics of the Total Sample, Control Parents, and Intervention Parents
in the Randomized Controlled Trial*

_________________________________________________________________________
Total Sample
(n = 63)

Control
(n = 31)

Intervention
(n = 32)

Participant gender (%)
Female
Male

45 (71.4)
18 (28.6)

22 (71.0)
9 (29.0)

23 (71.9)
9 (28.1)

Ethnic background (%)
African American
Caucasian
Other

32 (44.4)
28 (50.8)
3 (4.8)

18 (58.1)
11 (35.5)
2 (6.4)

14 (43.8)
17 (53.1)
1 (3.1)

Education (%)
Less than HS diploma
HS diploma/GED
Some College
Associate/Bachelors
Graduate degree

3 (4.8)
17 (27.0)
22 (34.9)
12 (19.0)
9 (14.3)

2 (6.5)
10 (32.3)
10 (32.3)
5 (16.1)
4 (12.9)

1 (3.1)
7 (21.9)
12 (37.5)
7 (21.9)
5 (15.6)

29 (46.0)
6 (9.5)
28 (44.4)

16 (51.6)
2 (6.5)
13 (41.9)

13 (40.6)
15 (46.9)
4 (12.5)

34 (52.0)
11 (17.5)
9 (14.3)
8 (12.7)

21 (67.7)
5 (16.1)
2 (6.5)
3 (9.7)

13 (40.6)
6 (18.8)
7 (21.9)
5 (15.6)

33.2
11.1

33.7
12.0

Characteristic

Marital status (%)
Single
Divorced/Separated/Widow

Married/Cohabitating
Annual income (%)
Less than $25, 000
$25,000-$39,999
$40,000-$59,999
More than $80,000
Participant age (years)
M
SD

32.7
10.2

Note: *Some participants selected “Prefer Not to Answer” on some of the demographic
questions. These items were coded as missing data and resulted in the percentages
reported totaling to less than 100 percent for some variables.
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times consecutively, the randomization procedure was repeated in an effort to control for order
effects. Each line of the Excel file was numbered (1 through 70). Parents were assigned
participant numbers sequentially (1 through 70), and each parent was assigned to the condition
that corresponded with his/her participant number.
Once enrolled, pre-screened high entity parents returned to the Center approximately one
week following their initial screening to complete the second part of the study. Eligible parents
were taken to individual rooms at the Center where they read and signed consent forms that
included information about the study (e.g., the procedures, voluntariness of participation,
expected duration, and use of audio recording; see Appendix H). Parents randomly assigned to
the control condition watched portions of a movie (March of the Penguins) for approximately 25
minutes. Participants randomly assigned to the IPT intervention condition watched an audio
enhanced slide presentation about the growth mindset and then wrote (and audio recorded) a
letter to a New Parent, which took approximately 25 minutes.
After completing the IPT intervention (or watching the movie segment), participants read
vignettes and completed follow-up and demographic questions. With a few exceptions, the
vignettes and follow-up questions in the current study were the same as those used in the
preliminary study [i.e., IPT scale (see Appendix A); vignettes with follow-up questions assessing
traits ratings, attributions, change predictions, negative affect, harsh parenting/induction
responses, and evaluations (see Appendix C); and the demographic questionnaire (see Appendix
D)]. Due to low inter-item correlations in the preliminary study, one of the terms used to assess
negative affect (i.e., ashamed) was changed to “disrespected” in an effort to create a more
reliable and valid assessment of negative affect. At the end of the study, participants were
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thanked, debriefed, and provided with a list of community mental health resources. Participation
in the study took approximately 45 minutes to 1 hour and parents were compensated $20 for their
time. Generation of the randomization procedure, participant enrollment, and data collection for
the current study were conducted by the primary investigator to ensure standardization of
procedures. The primary investigator also supervised and trained other students who conducted
the initial screening sessions.

IPT Intervention

The IPT intervention used in the current study was adapted from an IPT intervention
employed by Yeager, Miu, and colleagues (2013). Specifically, the content of the IPT
intervention was adapted to focus on parenting and personality mindset (see Appendix I).
Testimonials from community parents expressing incremental beliefs related to parenting were
included in the intervention. The testimonials were obtained from focus groups, and interviews
that were conducted at the Center. Specifically, 14 parents (85.7% mothers; 85.7% African
American) shared their parenting perceptions and experiences during individual interviews or
focus groups. Qualitative data obtained from the interviews and focus groups were transcribed
and coded for incremental theory content. Statements identified as endorsing incremental beliefs
were included as testimonials in the IPT parenting intervention.
To examine the content validity of the IPT intervention, experts on the topic of implicit
theory were asked to assess the relevance and representativeness of the intervention content to
incremental theories of personality. Specifically, four expert reviewers rated the effectiveness of
the intervention content at conveying an incremental message on a scale ranging from 1 (not at
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all effective) to 5 (very effective). The mean effectiveness rating for the educational material
within the article was 3.5, whereas the mean ratings for the testimonials ranged from 3.25 to
4.00. Finally to assess the ecological validity of the IPT intervention, personnel from the
Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) Integrated Assessment (IA) program were
shown the IPT intervention and asked to complete feedback surveys (see Appendix J). Nineteen
IA staff indicated on a 1 (Extremely Unlikely) to 5 (Extremely Likely) scale how likely they felt
DCFS clients would a) understand the content, b) benefit from the intervention, and c) be
capable of completing the letter writing portion of the intervention. On average, IA staff felt that
their clients were somewhat likely (M = 3.42) to understand the intervention content and would
be likely (M = 3.68) to benefit from the intervention. With respect to difficulty, IA staff
indicated that their clients would find the letter writing task somewhat easy (M = 2.71) to
complete.
Analytic Strategy

To examine whether the IPT intervention would alter how high-entity parents respond to
a variety of types of child transgressions (e.g., personal, conventional, moral), mixed factorial
ANOVAs were conducted in IBM SPSS (version 21) for each of the dependent measures (i.e.,
negative trait ratings, personality attributions, typicality attributions, hostile intent attributions,
negative affect, harsh parenting practices, induction, future behavior problems, and evaluations
of wrongness/seriousness). Specifically, participant responses to each of the dependent variables
described above were analyzed in a 2 (Condition: IPT intervention, control) × 3 (Transgression
Type: personal, conventional, moral) mixed factorial ANOVA, with repeated measures on the
second factor.
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Additionally, mediational analyses were conducted to assess the extent to which the
effects of the IPT intervention were mediated through post-intervention IPT scores. Specifically,
IPT condition (i.e., intervention or control), post-intervention IPT scores, and the dependent
variables were entered into mediational analyses. It was predicted that intervention condition (X,
IPT intervention vs. control) would be significantly associated with parental responses to the
questions following the vignettes (Y, dependent variables) through the mediating effect of postintervention IPT scores (M, IPT). To examine the direct and indirect effects (with bootstrapping
tests), the PROCESS macro for IBM SPSS was used to conduct the mediation analyses (Hayes,
2013).
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Results2

Data screening revealed no evidence of significant skewness and kurtosis on any of the
dependent variables. Correlation among dependent variables, Cronbach alphas,
skewness/kurtosis statistics, and means (SDs) for the dependent variables are presented in Tables
4, 5, and 6. The assumption of sphericity and Box’s test also were reviewed to examine the
equality of variances/covariances across all of the dependent variables. Violations of the
assumptions for ANOVA are noted and addressed below.

Intervention Manipulation Check

A 2 (Condition: IPT intervention, control) × 2 (Time: baseline, post assessment) mixed
factorial ANOVA (with repeated measures on the second factor) was conducted as a
manipulation check to assess whether the IPT intervention was effective in reducing IPT scores.
Results revealed a significant main effect of Condition, F(1, 61) = 21.28, p < .001, ηp2 = .259,
and Time, F(1, 61) = 88.63, p < .001, ηp2 = .592. However, these main effects were qualified by
a significant Condition × Time interaction, F(1, 61) = 54.50, p < .001, ηp2 = .472 (see Figure 2).
Follow-up paired-samples t-tests were conducted to assess changes in IPT scores over time
within the IPT intervention/control groups. In the control condition, IPT scores decreased
significantly over time, t(30) = 2.21, p = .035. However, as expected, a larger decrease in IPT
scores over time was observed in the IPT intervention group, t(31) = 9.57, p < .001. Results of
between groups follow-up tests revealed no significant differences between the intervention
condition and the control condition at baseline, t(61) = -0.53, p = .597. However, as expected,
2

Supplementary analyses for an ancillary measure, the Voodoo Doll Task, are included in Appendix K.
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post-assessment IPT scores were significantly lower in the IPT intervention condition compared
to the control condition, t(61) = 6.68, p < .001 (see Figure 2). Collectively, this pattern of results
is consistent with the notion that parents who received the IPT intervention (compared to parents
in the control condition) experienced greater reductions in IPT scores over time.

Figure 2. Mean implicit personality theories (IPT) scale scores at baseline and post-assessment
for parents in the IPT intervention and the control condition. Standard errors are represented in
the figure by the error bars attached to each column.

Table 4
Bivariate Correlations for the Dependent Variables

Measure

1

2

1. Negative trait ratings

-

2. Personality attributions

.12

-

3. Typicality attributions

.34

.67** -

4. Hostile intent attributions

.74** .12

.33

-

5. Negative affect

.65** .01

.16

.34

6. Harsh parenting

.62** -.03

.01

.55** .63** -

7. Induction

-.23

-.02

-.26

8. Future expectations

.71** .35

.42*

.66** .51** .41*

.02

-

9. Evaluations of wrongness

.40*

-.02

.27

.13

-.33

-.00

-.27

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

-

.05

-.15

.62** .33

-

-

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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Condition × Transgression Type Effects

Results of the 2 (Condition: IPT intervention, control) × 3 (Transgression Type: personal,
conventional, moral) mixed factorial ANOVAs (with repeated measures on the second factor)
revealed a significant Condition × Transgression type interaction for negative affect, F(2, 122) =
5.09, p = .008, ηp2 = .077 (see Figure 3). Exploratory post-hoc analyses revealed that parents in
the IPT intervention condition (compared to parents in the control condition) endorsed
marginally lower levels of negative affect following personal transgressions, F(1, 62) = 3.54, p =
.065 (two-tailed), ηp2 = .055. However, for more severe types of transgressions (i.e.,
conventional and moral transgressions) no differences in negative affective ratings were
observed between the control condition and the intervention condition (conventional: F(1, 62) =
0.99, p = .324, ηp2 = .016; moral: F(1, 62) = 2.23, p = .141, ηp2 = .035). No other Condition ×
Transgression type interaction effects were significant (see Table 5).

Transgression Type Effects

Means (SDs), F statistics, and p values for Transgression type main effects for each of the
dependent variables are presented in Table 6. Consistent with prior research, the main effect of
transgression type was significant for the majority of the dependent variables (see Table 6). As
expected, for each of the dependent measures with a significant Transgression type main effect,
ratings were lowest for personal transgressions, intermediate for conventional transgressions, and
highest for moral transgressions. No significant main effect of transgression type was found for
attributions of personality or typicality ratings (p’s > .05; see Table 6).
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Figure 3. Mean negative affect ratings following personal, conventional, and moral
transgressions for parents in the intervention condition and the control condition. Standard errors
are represented in the figure by the error bars attached to each column.
Table 5
Cronbach Alphas, Skewness, and Kurtosis Statistics for the Dependent
Variables in the Randomized Controlled Trial
Dependent Variable

N of items

Negative trait ratings

48

Personality attributions

Skew

Kurtosis

.94

0.44

0.63

6

.68

-0.25

0.11

Typicality attributions

12

.76

0.01

-0.47

Hostile intent attributions

12

.83

0.39

-0.13

Negative affect

24

.91

0.12

0.06

Harsh parenting

12

.88

0.58

-0.33

Induction

12

.86

-0.25

-0.81

Future expectations

6

.78

0.28

-0.58

Evaluations of wrongness

12

.82

-0.38

-0.54

α

Table 6
Means (SDs) and F-values for Dependent Variables across Transgression Types and Conditions
Means (SDs)

F values

Dependent
Variables

Transgression
Type

Control
(n = 31)

Intervention
(n = 32)

Total

Negative Traits

Personal
Conventional
Moral
Total

2.44 (0.91)
3.07 (0.90)
3.66 (0.99)
3.02 (0.82)

2.02 (0.84)
2.87 (0.98)
3.45 (1.12)
2.78 (0.87)

2.22 (0.90) a
2.97 (0.94) b
3.55 (1.06) c
2.89 (0.85)

83.40 < .001 .578

1.72 .098 .027

0.72 .487 .012

Personal
Conventional
Moral
Total

3.87 (1.49)
4.13 (1.47)
4.07 (1.20)
4.00 (0.80)

3.55 (1.39)
3.94 (0.99)
3.97 (1.76)
3.82 (0.97)

3.71 (1.44)
4.03 (1.24)
4.02 (1.50)
3.92 (1.03)

0.16 .207 .025

0.60 .221 .010

0.16 .855 .003

Personal
Conventional
Moral
Total

3.95 (0.84)
4.22 (1.23)
3.91 (1.12)
3.92 (1.03)

4.08 (1.25)
4.05 (0.91)
3.78 (1.63)
3.97 (0.97)

4.02 (1.06)
4.13 (1.08)
3.85 (1.40)
3.99 (0.88)

1.38 .255 .022

0.07 .399 .001

0.43 .649 .007

Personal
Conventional
Moral
Total

2.51 (1.41)
2.94 (1.31)
4.13 (1.55)
3.20 (1.14)

1.77 (0.98)
2.83 (1.13)
3.78 (1.54)
2.79 (1.01)

2.13 (1.26) a
2.89 (1.21) b
3.96 (1.54) c
3.00 (1.09)

57.61 < .001 .486

2.19 .072 .035

1.72 .186 .027

Personality
Attributions

Typicality
Attributions

Hostile Intent
Attributions

Transgression Type
F (2, 122) p ηp2

Condition
F (1,61) p ηp2

Transgression
Type x Condition
F (2,122) p ηp2

Table continued on next page
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Table cont. from previous page
Means (SDs)

F values

Dependent
Variable

Transgression
Type

Control
(n = 31)

Intervention
(n = 32)

Total

Negative
Affect

Personal
Conventional
Moral
Total

2.56 (1.37)
4.02 (1.57)
5.11 (1.12)
3.88 (1.10)

1.94 (1.25)
3.65 (1.39)
5.52 (1.07)
3.70 (1.00)

2.24 (1.34) a
3.83 (1.48) b
5.32 (1.11) c
3.79 (1.04)

165.67 < .001 .730

0.53 .234 .009

5.09 .008 .077

Personal
Conventional
Moral
Total

1.87 (1.29)
2.52 (1.20)
3.93 (1.55)
2.83 (1.15)

1.46 (0.75)
2.07 (1.11)
3.84 (1.41)
2.46 (0.90)

1.66 (1.06) a
2.29 (1.17) b
3.88 (1.47) c
2.64 (1.04)

117.99 < .001 .659

1.47 .115 .024

0.90 .409 .015

Personal
Conventional
Moral
Total

4.76 (1.63)
5.24 (1.28)
5.98 (1.06)
5.38 (1.05)

4.73 (1.86)
5.48 (1.25)
6.16 (1.09)
5.46 (1.13)

4.75 (1.74) a
5.36 (1.26) b
6.07 (1.07) c
5.42 (1.09)

24.06 < .001 .283

0.22 .320 .004

0.26 .720 .004

Personal
Conventional
Moral
Total

2.02 (1.07)
2.74 (1.32)
4.34 (1.49)
3.04 (1.02)

1.38 (0.75)
2.03 (0.95)
3.77 (2.00)
2.39 (1.07)

1.69 (0.97) a
2.38 (1.19) b
4.05 (1.78) c
2.71 (1.09)

93.46 < .001 .605

5.88 .009 .088

0.08 .880 .001

Harsh
Parenting

Induction

Future
Expectations

Transgression Type
F (2, 122) p ηp2

Condition
F (1,61) p ηp2

Transgression
Type x Condition
F (2,122) p ηp2

Personal
3.26 (1.69) 2.40 (1.41)
2.82 (1.60) a
Conventional
4.08 (1.37) 4.02 (1.41)
4.05 (1.38) b
Moral
6.61 (0.58) 6.50 (0.86)
6.56 (0.73) c
Total
4.66 (0.91) 4.31 (0.92)
4.48 (1.60)
2.24 .140 .035 2.68 .073 .042
193.67 < .001 .760
Note. F values in bold are significant at the p < .05 level. For significant Transgression Type main effects, same superscripts in the Total
Evaluations of
Wrongness
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column indicate that groups did not significantly differ (p > .05) based on post hoc paired t-test comparisons.
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IPT Condition Effects

Means (SDs), F statistics, and p values for the IPT condition main effects for each of the
dependent variables are presented in Table 5. As expected, parents in the IPT intervention
condition were significantly less likely to expect future behavior problems than parents in the
control condition (ηp2 = .088). Moreover, parents in the IPT intervention condition were
marginally less likely to endorse negative traits (ηp2 = .027); marginally less likely to attribute
hostile intent to the child (ηp2 = .035); and trending toward being less likely to select harsh
parenting practices (ηp2 = .024). Contrary to expectations, a trend was observed such that parents
in the IPT intervention tended to rate the transgressions as marginally less wrong/serious
compared to parents in the control condition (ηp2 = .035). Also contrary to expectations, no
significant differences between the intervention condition and the control condition were found
for induction scores (ηp2 = .004), personality attributions (ηp2 = .010), or typicality ratings (ηp2 =
.001). Although the main effect of condition was not significant for negative affect (ηp2 = .009),
this finding was qualified by the significant two-way interaction described above.

Analyses of Indirect Effects

Mediational analyses using the PROCESS macro for IBM SPSS (Hayes, 2013) was
conducted to assess the extent to which the effect of the IPT intervention on expectations of
future behavior problems was mediated through post-intervention IPT scores. Post-intervention
IPT scores were a potential full mediator on the relationship between participant condition and
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parental expectations of future behavior problems (1000 bootstrapped CI_95 = -1.01, - .04; see
Figure 4).3
Post IPT scores

.42*

.-1.21**

Condition
(0 = Control;
1= Intervention)

-.65*/.-.15

Future Expectations
of Problems

Figure 4. Mediation model examining the indirect effect of condition on future expectations
of problems through post implicit personality theory (IPT) scores. Unstandardized beta weights
are presented for each path. The magnitude of the association between condition and future
expectations of problems was no longer significant with the inclusion of post IPT scores in the
mediation model (β = -.65* versus -.15), suggesting full mediation. N = 63.
** p < .001, * p < .05.
Bootstrapping yielded non-significant indirect effects (at the 95% CI) of post IPT scores
on the relationships between condition and negative trait ratings, (-.52, .23);
wrongness/seriousness evaluations, (-.27, .62); hostile intent attributions, (-.51, .37); personality
attributions, (-.74, 12); negative affect (-.36, .67); harsh parenting, (-.45, .33); and induction, (.21, .80).

3

Mediation analyses using IPT change scores also were conducted. Results revealed that IPT change scores did not
mediate the relationship between participant condition and parental expectations of future behavior problems (1000
bootstrapped CI_95 = -.86, .13).
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Discussion

Consistent with prior research on implicit theory interventions (e.g., Yeager, Miu, et al.,
2013), findings from the present study revealed that an intervention designed to alter implicit
theories about personality (i.e., increase incremental beliefs/decrease entity beliefs) influenced
how high-entity parents responded to vignettes describing transgressing children. Specifically,
high entity parents who were randomly assigned to the IPT intervention condition were less
likely to expect future behavior problems than parents in the control condition. Results from
mediational analyses revealed that the IPT intervention decreased entity beliefs as expected,
which in turn were associated with lower expectations of future child behavior problems. High
entity parents in the intervention condition also were marginally less likely to endorse negative
trait ratings, marginally less likely to attribute hostile intent to transgressing children, and
marginally less likely to select harsh parenting strategies in response to child transgressions.
Results of the RCT also revealed that the IPT intervention was associated with lower
levels of negative affect in response to the child transgressions, but this effect was apparent only
following personal (but not conventional or moral) transgressions. As noted above, personal
transgressions depict children engaging in minor social violations (“Child went to school in
wrinkled clothes,” “Child wrote all over their hands with a pen”). As such, personal
transgressions are considered the least severe, but perhaps the most commonly occurring, form
of child transgressions. Results from the present study suggest that an IPT intervention may help
parents feel less negative affect as they respond to commonly occurring minor transgressions
(i.e., personal transgressions).
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Noteworthy is the fact that the findings from the preliminary study and the intervention
study were similar in a number of ways. For example, in the preliminary study the results
revealed that lower entity beliefs were associated with lower expectations of future problem
behavior, less negative affect following transgressions, fewer negative trait attributions, lower
attributions of hostile intent, and less frequent selection of harsh parenting strategies.
Encouraged by this cross-sectional data, the RCT attempted a stronger causal demonstration by
manipulating IPT beliefs and assessing the impact of the intervention on parents’ social
information processing. Thus, in the RCT study high-entity belief parents were assigned to
either an IPT intervention or a control condition. Consistent with the findings of the cross
sectional preliminary study, high-entity parents who received the IPT intervention (compared to
high entity parents in the comparison condition) reported lower expectations of future behavior
problems, less negative affect (following personal transgressions), marginally lower negative
trait attributions, marginally lower attributions of hostile intent, and marginally lower selection
of harsh parenting behaviors. Collectively, these findings support the notion that IPT beliefs may
serve as pre-existing schemata that influence how parents respond to child transgressions.
Nonetheless, it should be noted that the pattern of findings across the preliminary study
and the RCT study were discrepant for some dependent variables. For example, in the
preliminary study one of the strongest cross-sectional associations observed was between IPT
beliefs and selection of inductive parenting strategies. That is, in the preliminary study higher
entity beliefs were associated with lower rates of selecting induction in response to child
transgressions (η2p = .06). Given that the IPT intervention was successful in reducing entity IPT
beliefs, it was expected that this change would be associated with increased selection of
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inductive parenting techniques. However, in the RCT study, parents in the IPT condition and
control condition did not differ with respect to selection of inductive strategies in response to
child transgressions. This pattern of findings may indicate that the IPT intervention alone is not
sufficient to increase the use of positive parenting behaviors, such as induction. Although the
IPT intervention may help high-entity parents expect children’s behaviors to change over time,
they may need additional skills training to strengthen their ability/tendency to select positive
parenting skills, such as induction.
Indeed, a next step in exploring the relevance of an IPT intervention to the parenting
context would be to combine the IPT intervention with other parenting skills training programs.
For example, an IPT intervention could be used to augment the effectiveness of an established
parenting intervention such as Parent-Child Interactional training (PCIT). In PCIT, parents are
taught specific skills that they can use to reduce their children’s negative behaviors, while also
increasing their prosocial behaviors (Zisser & Eyberg, 2010). Adding an IPT augmentation of
the PCIT intervention might help parents focus on processes of change and growth when
working with their children. Given that rates of attrition from parent-child therapies (e.g., PCIT)
tend to be high (Werba, Eyberg, Boggs, & Algina, 2006), the IPT intervention may help parents
develop a change orientation they can use during PCIT, which in turn may help maintain
engagement and reduce attrition from treatment.
Another direction for future research is to examine whether a more intensive IPT
intervention might achieve a more robust treatment effect. Although some implicit theory
interventions have been very brief in nature (e.g., Yeager et al., 2011), others have been more
elaborate, including multiple sessions over multiple weeks (e.g., Yeager, Trzesniewski, et al.,
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2013). In the RCT in the present study, parents were exposed to a 25-minute intervention that
incorporated a number of social influence tactics (e.g., social proof and liking, use of expert
opinions, public commitment exercises) that were believed to add to the effectiveness of
incremental intervention. Nonetheless, it is possible that larger changes in IPT beliefs might be
achieved through use of a more robust intervention. For example, integrating the IPT content
with other parent skills training programs may provide a platform for delivering an IPT
intervention over a longer duration of time (e.g., over weeks or months). Such an enhanced
intervention might allow for more opportunities to practice applying incremental interpretations
across multiple situations involving one’s own children, potentially strengthening the
intervention’s effect.
Another interesting direction for future research involves examining the extent to which
an IPT intervention alters the feelings, cognitions, and behaviors associated with one’s own
children. In the present study, parental responses to vignettes describing transgressions
perpetrated by a generic child (that was 7-12 years of age) were examined. Additional research
is needed to determine whether changes in IPT beliefs achieved through the intervention will
lead to changes in how parents respond to their own children. One approach to this task would
be to ask parents to report their feelings, cognitions, and behaviors in response to their own
children’s misbehaviors roughly one-week after receiving the IPT intervention. Another
approach would be to randomly assign parents of young children to an IPT intervention (versus a
control condition) and then observe them interacting with their children during a challenging
situation (e.g., cleaning up a messy playroom, requiring children to refrain from touching an
intriguing object; see Slep & O’Leary, 1998, for an example of this type of methodology). After
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the interaction, parents could provide ratings of their negative affect and the extent to which they
believed their children were behaving with hostile intent. If the IPT intervention effects
generalize to interactions between parents and their own children, one would expect that parents
in the IPT intervention, compared to parents in the control condition, would a) report feeling less
negative affect following the interaction, b) report lower levels of hostile attribution associated
with their children’s misbehaviors during the interaction (e.g., touching the forbidden objects,
refusing to help clean up), and c) exhibit fewer negative verbalizations and behaviors during the
interaction.
Contrary to our a priori expectations, parents in the IPT intervention (compared to parents
in the control condition) reported marginally lower wrongness/seriousness ratings for the child
transgressions depicted in the vignettes. Although only a trend, this pattern of findings stands in
contrast to the prediction that IPT beliefs are specific to judgments about the person performing
the behavior and do not impact the wrongness/seriousness ratings of the behavior performed.
This result is also inconsistent with the findings from the preliminary study in which, as
expected, high entity parents and low entity parents did not significantly differ with respect to
evaluations of wrongness/seriousness of the transgressions. Moreover, Chiu et al. (1997) found
that entity theorists and incremental theorists did not differ in their severity ratings of
transgressions, but they differed in their judgments of the individuals committing the
transgressions. Thus, the unexpected pattern of the results of the RCT with respect to wrongness
ratings should be viewed with caution, although it is possible that some aspect of the intervention
had an unintended influence on wrongness ratings.
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It is also noteworthy that parents in the IPT condition did not differ from parents in the
control condition with respect to personality attributions or typicality ratings. Similarly, in the
preliminary study, no difference between high-entity and low-entity parents was observed for
typicality ratings. Given the centrality of the personality/typicality constructs in the IPT
framework, additional research designed to improve the measurement strategy for these
constructs may be needed. It could be that the parents in our samples did not interpret the
questions assessing these constructs as having the intended meanings. Specifically, some of the
child transgressions described in the vignettes were relatively context specific. For example,
refusing to go to bed or not helping to set the table may have been seen as behaviors that only
occur in one’s home. Thus, when asked “to what extent do you think this child might behave
this way in other situations (e.g., at school),” parents may have been thinking about the
typicality/generality of the specific behavior (i.e., going to bed, setting the table) as opposed to
reflecting on the child’s tendency to be noncompliant. Future research should consider
alternative strategies for assessing parental beliefs about whether child behaviors are
typical/atypical, and the extent to which child behaviors are caused by situational vs.
dispositional factors.
Although the present study yielded partial support for the notion that an IPT intervention
may influence how parents react/respond to child transgressions, there are a number of
limitations to be considered. For example, assessment of parents’ feelings/cognitions/behaviors
was limited to self-reports of how parents thought they would respond to vignettes describing
child transgressions. Obviously, self-report methods assume that parents are able to accurately
anticipate their thoughts and feelings when confronted with child misbehavior. Nonetheless,
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prior research has demonstrated convergence between how parents respond to vignettes (such as
those used in the present study) and how they behave during naturally occurring parent-child
interactions (e.g., Bugental et al., 1998; Haskett et al., 2006; Lansford et al., 2014). As alluded
to earlier, additional research linking parental beliefs about the malleability of personality to
actual behaviors during parent-child interactions would help advance our understanding in this
area.
In addition, the RCT study was underpowered to detect small effect sizes and several of
the effects of interest were small-medium in magnitude. Thus, it appears that exposure to an IPT
intervention alone may play a modest role in determining how parents react to child
transgressions. Nonetheless, it is possible that interventions designed to alter parental implicit
personality theories (i.e., reduce entity beliefs/promote incremental beliefs) could augment the
effectiveness of other strategies used to promote positive parenting, such as parent training
designed to increase use of inductive practices and/or educational interventions that explain the
adverse outcomes associated with harsh parenting practices.
Another limitation of this study is the reliance on the Implicit Theory (IT) of general
personality measure as a screener and treatment target. Although other measures (i.e., IT of
Child Behavior, IT of Child Personality, IT of Parent-child Relationships, IT of Parenting
Ability) were developed and examined in the preliminary study, the IT of general personality
measure yielded the strongest effect size across the dependent variables of interest and was
subsequently selected for use in the current study. However, given the complex and multifaceted
nature of the parenting experience, it is likely that other factors (e.g., parenting ability, parentchild relationship, child behaviors) contribute to parental affect, cognitions, and behaviors. In
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lieu of the IT measures examined in the present research, future research might consider adapting
The Intellectual Responsibility (IAR) Scale (Crandall, Katovsky, & Crandall, 1965) to the
parenting context. In several of Dweck’s early studies (e.g., Diener & Dweck, 1980; Dweck &
Leggett, 1988), the IAR was used to classify students as mastery-oriented or helpless-oriented,
and these studies provided the foundation for the development of her social-cognitive approach
to motivation and personality. The IAR consists of items describing achievement related events
(You don’t do well on a test at school), which are followed by questions that ask respondents to
choose an attribution related to the environment (because the test was especially hard) or an
attribution related to their behavior (because you didn’t study for it). Using the IAR format
adapted to the parenting context would allow researchers to assess IPT-related schemata based
on a broad range of typical parenting experiences.

Coda

This dissertation represents an initial attempt to empirically examine the relevance of
implicit personality theory to the parenting domain. Inspired by a preliminary cross sectional
study, an RCT examined whether an IPT intervention modified to fit the parenting context would
alter how high entity parents responded to child transgressions. Consistent with the findings of
the cross sectional preliminary study, high-entity parents who received the IPT intervention
reported lower expectations of future behavior problems, less negative affect (following personal
transgressions), marginally lower negative trait attributions, marginally lower attributions of
hostile intent, and marginally lower selection of harsh parenting behaviors. Collectively, these
findings provide partial support for the notion that IPT beliefs may serve as pre-existing
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schemata that influence how parents respond to child transgressions. Although the IPT effect
sizes in both the preliminary study and the RCT were modest, this work will hopefully serve as a
foundation for future research exploring the application of implicit personality theory to the
parenting domain.
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1. The kind of person someone is, is something basic about them, and it can't be changed very much.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

2. People can do things differently, but the important parts of who they are can't really be changed.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

3. Everyone is a certain kind of person, and there is not much that they can do to really change that.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

4. As much as I hate to admit it, you can't teach an old dog new tricks. People can't really
change their deepest attributes.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

5. Everyone, no matter who they are, can significantly change their basic characteristics.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

6. People can substantially change the kind of person they are.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

7. No matter what kind of a person someone is, they can always change very much.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

8. People can change even their more basic qualities.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

APPENDIX B
SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSES EXPLORING ALTERNATIVE
IMPLICIT THEORY MEASURES
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As part of the preliminary study, several additional implicit theory measures were
developed in an effort to explore components of implicit theories related to parenting (i.e.,
Implicit Theory of Child Behavior, Implicit Theory of Parent-Child Relationships, Implicit
Theory of Child Personality, and Implicit Theory of Parenting Ability; items for each exploratory
measure are listed below). In addition to the IPT of General Personality scale (Chiu et al., 1997),
participants (N = 187) in the preliminary study completed four experimental implicit theory
scales related to children/parenting. As described above, parents in the preliminary study read a
series of vignettes depicting child transgressions and answered questions about how they would
react to each situation. To evaluate the extent to which scores derived from each of the IPT
scales were associated with the dependent measures assessing parental reactions to child
transgressions, we repeated the series of ANOVAs described in the preliminary study for each of
the experimental scales. Eight dependent variables were included in these exploratory analyses
included: negative trait ratings, attributions of hostile intent, stability ratings, personality ratings,
negative affect, harsh parenting responses, use of induction, and predictions about future
behavior problems. Effect size estimates (Cohen’s d) were computed for each IPT scale in
relation to each dependent variable. Table 6 presents the mean effect size across the eight
dependent variables (and α) for each IPT scale explored. In comparison to the exploratory
implicit theory scales, the original IPT scale of general personality had the strongest association
with the parenting variables of interest.
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Mean Cohen’s d (and α’s) for the Exploratory Implicit Theory Scales
Exploratory Implicit Theory (IT) scales

Mean Cohen’s d

IT of General Personality Scale (α = .93)

.29

IT of Child Behavior Scale (α = .91)

.25

IT of Child Personality Scale (α = .93)

.22

IT of Parent-child Relationships Scale (α = .91)

.17

IT of Parent Ability Scale (α = .86)

.14
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Exploratory IT Measures
IT of Parent-Child Relationships
1. Either parents get along with their child or they don’t, and nothing they do will change things.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

2. If you DO NOT get along with your child, there is really very little you can do about it.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

3. If your child likes you, it will probably always be that way.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

4. How well you get along with your child is something about that you CANNOT change very much.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

5. If a parent and child get along, it will probably always be that way.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

6. If a parent and a child DO NOT like each other, they really CANNOT do much to change it.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree
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7. How much a parent and child like each other is something they CANNOT change very much.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

8. If your child DOES NOT like you, nothing you do will really change things.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

9. If you get along with your child, it will probably always be that way.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

10. Your child likes you a certain amount and you really CANNOT do much to change it.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

11. If you and your child like each other, it will probably always be that way.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

12. If a parent and a child DO NOT get along, it will probably always be that way.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree
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IT of Parenting Ability
13. You have a certain amount of parenting ability, and you really can't do much to change it.
1
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly

4

Disagree

Agree

5
Slightly

6
Agree
Agree

14. Your parenting ability is something about you that you can't change very much.
1
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly

4

Disagree

Agree

5
Slightly

6
Agree
Agree

15. You can learn new things, but you can't really change your basic parenting ability.
1
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly

4

Disagree

Agree

5
Slightly

6
Agree
Agree

16. No matter who you are, you can change your parenting ability a lot.
1
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly

4

Disagree

Agree

5
Slightly

6
Agree
Agree

17. You can always greatly change how much parenting ability you have.
1
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly

4

Disagree

Agree

5
Slightly

6
Agree
Agree

18. No matter how much parenting ability you have, you can always change it quite a bit.
1
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly

4

Disagree

Agree

5
Slightly

6
Agree
Agree
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IT of General Personality
19. The kind of person someone is, is something basic about them, and it can't be changed very much.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly
Disagree
Slightly
Slightly
Agree
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Agree
20. People can do things differently, but the important parts of who they are can't really be changed.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

21. Everyone is a certain kind of person, and there is not much that they can do to really change that.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

22. As much as I hate to admit it, you can't teach an old dog new tricks. People can't really change their
deepest attributes.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

23. Everyone, no matter who they are, can significantly change their basic characteristics.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

24. People can substantially change the kind of person they are.
1
2
3
4
Strongly
Disagree
Slightly
Slightly
Disagree
Disagree
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

25. No matter what kind of a person someone is, they can always change very much.
1
2
3
4
5
Strongly
Disagree
Slightly
Slightly
Agree
Disagree
Disagree
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

26. People can change even their more basic qualities.
1
2
3
4
Strongly
Disagree
Slightly
Slightly
Disagree
Disagree
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

IT of Child Behavior

5
Agree
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27. Some children tend to misbehave and you really can’t do much to change it.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

28. A child’s behavior is something that you can’t change very much.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

29. You can’t really change a child’s basic behavior.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

30. You can change your child’s behavior a lot.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

31. You can always greatly change how your child behaves.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

32. No matter how much your child misbehaves, you can always change it quite a bit.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

83
IT of Personality-Child
33. The kind of person a child is, is something basic about them, and it can't be changed very much.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

34. Children can do things differently, but the important parts of who they are can't really be changed.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

35. Each child is a certain kind of person, and there is not much that they can do to really change that.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

36. As much as I hate to admit it, you can't teach an old dog new tricks. Children can't really
change their deepest attributes.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

37. Any child, no matter who they are, can significantly change their basic characteristics.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

38. A child can substantially change the kind of person they are.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

39. No matter what kind of a person a child is, they can always change very much.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

84
40. Children can change even their more basic qualities.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Slightly
Disagree

4
Slightly
Agree

5
Agree

6
Strongly
Agree

APPENDIX C
VIGNETTES AND FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS ASSESSING TRAIT RATINGS,
ATTRIBUTIONS, CHANGE PREDICTIONS, AFFECT,
PARENTAL PRACTICES, AND EVALUATIONS
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On the following pages you will read a series of scenarios about a child’s behavior. Please imagine that
the child is 7-12 years old in each of the scenarios, and then answer the questions following each
scenario. Please read carefully and answer each question by circling the number that best indicates
your response.
Vignettes:
This child refused to help you set the table for dinner.
This child watched TV past their bedtime after you told them to go to bed.
This child threw stones at a dog.
This child took money from a family members’ wallet.
This child went to school in wrinkled clothes.
This child wrote all over their hand with a pen.
**The following questions were asked after presenting each of the vignettes listed above.

Child 1: This child refused to help you set the table for dinner.
1. To what extent do you think refusing to help you set the table indicates that this child is
generally:

Not at all

Somewhat

Very much

a. lazy

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

b. stubborn

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

c. aggressive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

d. defiant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

e. sloppy

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

f. uncooperative

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

g. dishonest

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

h. mean

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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2) How wrong is refusing to help you set the table for dinner?

1

2

3

Not wrong

4

5

6

Somewhat
wrong

7
Very wrong

3) How serious is refusing to help you set the table for dinner?

1

2

3

Not serious

4

5

6

Somewhat
serious

7
Very
serious

4) How likely do you think this child refused to help you set the table because he/she wanted to annoy you?

1

2

3

Not likely

4

5

6

Somewhat
likely

7
Very likely

5) How likely do you think this child refused to help you set the table because he/she was trying to be
bad?

1

2

3

Not likely

4

5

6

Somewhat
likely

7
Very likely

6) Do you think this behavior (i.e., refusing to help you set the table) is probably typical, or do you think
it is unusual for this child?

1

2

3

Not at all
typical

4

5

6

Somewhat
unusual

7
Very
typical

7) Do you think that this child’s refusal to help you set the table would only occur in this situation, or do
you think this child might also behave this way in other situations (e.g., at school)?

1

2

3

Just this
situation

4

5

6

Some
situations

7
In almost all
situations

8) Do you think that this child refused to help you set the table because of the type of personality he/she
has or because of situational factors?

1
Entirely due to
situational factors

2

3

4

5

About equally due to
situational and personality
factors

6

7
Entirely due
to child’s
personality
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9) How would you feel if this child refused to help you set the table for dinner?
Not at all

Somewhat

Extremely

a. upset

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

b. irritated

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

c. angry

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

d. ashamed

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10) In this situation (i.e., a child refused to help you set the table), how likely is it that you would
yell/shout/scream at this child?

1

2

3

Not at all likely

4

5

6

Somewhat
likely

7
Very likely

11) In this situation (i.e., a child refused to help you set the table), how likely is it that you would respond
to this child by explaining to them the benefits of doing what is expected?

1

2

3

Not at all likely

4

5

6

Somewhat
likely

7
Very likely

12) In this situation (i.e., a child refused to help you set the table), how likely is it that you would
slap/hit/spank this child?

1

2

3

Not at all likely

4

5

6

Somewhat
likely

7
Very likely

13) In this situation (i.e., a child refused to help you set the table), how likely is it that you would reason
with this child in order to help them understand why their behavior was inappropriate?

1
Not at all likely

2

3

4
Somewhat
likely

5

6

7
Very likely
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14) Imagine what this child will be like when they are 18 years old. How likely is this child to be a
trouble maker in the future?

1

2

3

4

Not at all likely

5

6

Somewhat
likely

7
Very likely

15) How easy was it for you to imagine being in this situation as a parent?

1
Not at all easy

2

3

4
Somewhat
easy

5

6

7
Very easy
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DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE
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A. What is your date of birth?
B. What is your age (in years)? ________
C. What is your sex/gender?
1. Female
2. Male
D. Are you Hispanic?
1. Yes
2. No
E. What is your race?
1. Caucasian/White
2. African American/Black
3. Asian
4. American Indian/Alaska Native
5. Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
6. More than one race
F. Please provide information on all of the children living in your household. Please indicate
their gender, age, relationship to you, and their grade in school, if currently attending.
Gender _______ Age_______ Relationship to you ________________ Grade_____________
Gender _______ Age_______ Relationship to you ________________ Grade_____________
Gender _______ Age_______ Relationship to you ________________ Grade_____________
Gender _______ Age_______ Relationship to you ________________ Grade_____________
Gender _______ Age_______ Relationship to you ________________ Grade_____________
Gender _______ Age_______ Relationship to you ________________ Grade_____________
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G. What is your annual household income?
A) Less than $25,000
B) $25,000-$39,999
C) $40,000-$59,999
D) $60,000-$79,999
E) More than $80,000

H. What is the highest level of education you completed?
1. Less than high school diploma
2. High school diploma or equivalent
3. Some college
4. Associate’s degree
5. Bachelor’s degree
6. Master’s degree
7. Doctoral degree

I. What is your current marital status?
1. Single
2. Married
3. Divorced/Separated
4. Living with a partner (cohabitating)
5. Widowed
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J. Have any of your children experienced or displayed any of the following (please select all that
apply)?
1. Behavior Problems
2. Overactive Behavior
3. Inattentive Behavior
4. Impulsivity
5. Motor Problems
6. Speech and Language Problems
7. Trouble Sleeping
8. Aggressive Behavior
9.

Defiant Behavior

10. Academic Problems
11. Anxiety Problems
12. Depression Problems
If you selected yes to any of these please explain. ______________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

APPENDIX E
CONSENT FORM FOR PRELIMINARY STUDY
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APPENDIX F
POWER ANALYSIS

97
t tests - Means: Difference between two independent means (two groups)
Analysis:

A priori: Compute required sample size

Input:

Tail(s)

= One

Effect size d

= 0.48

Output:

α err prob

= 0.05

Power (1-β err prob)

= 0.8

Allocation ratio N2/N1

= 1

Noncentrality parameter δ

= 2.5171412

Critical t

= 1.6590851

Df

= 108

Sample size group 1

= 55

Sample size group 2

= 55

Total sample size

= 110

Actual power

= 0.8041308

Jarek & Valentiner (2012)
t tests - Means: Difference between two independent means (two groups)
Analysis:

A priori: Compute required sample size

Input:

Tail(s)

= One

Effect size d

= .91

Output:

α err prob

= 0.05

Power (1-β err prob)

= 0.80

Allocation ratio N2/N1

= 1

Noncentrality parameter δ

= 2.5738687

Critical t

= 1.6972609

Df

= 30

Sample size group 1

= 16

Sample size group 2

= 16

Total sample size

= 32

Actual power

= 0.8079234

Current study:
tests
t tes
ts - Means: Difference between two independent means (two groups)
Analysis:

A priori: Compute required sample size

Input:

Tail(s)

Output:

= One

Effect size d

= .70

α err prob

= 0.05

Power (1-β err prob)

= 0.80

Allocation ratio N2/N1

= 1

Noncentrality parameter δ

=

Critical t

=

2.5222869
1.6772242

Df

= 48

Sample size group 1

= 25

Sample size group 2

= 25

Total sample size

= 50

Actual power

= 0.8211710 (Yeager et al., 2011)

APPENDIX G
CONSENT FORM FOR SCREENING PROCEDURE
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APPENDIX H
CONSENT FORMS FOR RANDOMIZED CONTROLLED TRIAL PROCEDURES
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102

APPENDIX I
IMPLICIT PERSONALITY THEORY (IPT) INTERVENTION FOR PARENTS
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Your feedback is highly appreciated. The entire survey will not take you more than 5 minutes.

1. Overall, how likely do you think your clients will understand the content in the intervention?
1
Extremely
unlikely

2
Unlikely

3
Somewhat
Likely

4
Likely

5
Extremely
likely

2. How likely do you think your clients will benefit from an intervention like this?

1
Extremely
unlikely

2
Unlikely

3
Somewhat
Likely

4
Likely

5
Extremely
likely

3. How difficult do you think it would be for your clients to write a couple of paragraphs
summarizing the content in this intervention?
1
Extremely
difficult

2
Difficult

3
Somewhat
Easy

4
Easy

5
Extremely
easy

4. In your own words, what are the things that you like most about this intervention?

In your own words, what are the things that you would most like to change in this
intervention?

APPENDIX K
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To further assess the effect of the IPT intervention on parenting behaviors, an analog
measure of aggressive inclinations was completed by participants (DeWall et al., 2013). The
Voodoo Doll Task (VDT) has been found to be a proxy for both adult-to-adult (DeWall et al.,
2013) and parent-to-child (McCarthy, Crouch, Basham, Milner, & Skowronski, 2014)
aggression. A copy of the Voodoo Doll Task (as completed by parents in the RCT) is presented
below. Similar to the procedures used by McCarthy and colleagues (2013), participants in both
the control condition and the intervention condition were asked to recall and write about a time
when their child made them angry or annoyed. Then, participants were presented with an outline
of a doll and instructed to imagine that the outline represented the child whom they wrote about.
Next, participants were informed that they could symbolically inflict harm upon the child they
were thinking about by choosing to stick "pins" into the outline. Finally, participants were asked
to indicate how many pins they would like to stick into the outline by selecting a number
between 0 and 10. In the current study, 47 parents (74.6%) chose to use zero pins, 12 parents
(19.1%) chose to use between 1 and 5 pins, and 4 parents (6.3%) chose not to participate in the
task (M = .51, SD = 1.14, Mdn = 0.00). Given that the number of pins used during the VDT was
a count variable and the distribution of the pin usage variable was positively skewed, Poisson
regression analyses were used to analyze parental pin usage. As expected, participant condition
was significantly associated with the number of pins selected (B = .72, p = .03, RR = 2.07, 95%
CI [.97, 4.42]). Thus, parents in the control condition used pins at a rate that was 2.07 times the
rate of parents in the IPT intervention condition.
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Voodoo Doll Task (VDT)

All parents feel annoyed or angered by their children at times. We are
interested in a time that your child made you angry.
Where were you when your child made you angry?_________________
What did your child do that made you annoyed or angry?
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________
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Thank you for sharing your story. Because thinking about a time when your child made
you angry might be upsetting, we want you to have a chance to get out any bad feelings
before leaving.
Below is a picture of an outline of a child. Imagine that the child below represents the
child who you wrote about on the previous page. You can choose a number (0-10) of pins
to stick into the child. You can stick these into the child to get out your bad feelings.
What are the initials of the child you are thinking about?________________

Please circle how many pins you would like to stick into the doll that represents the child.
0
None

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

